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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON DOMESTIC 
RENEWABLE FUELS 


WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2013 

U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Environment and Public Works, 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety, 
Committee on Environment and Public Works, 

Washington, DC. 

The Committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9 a.m. in room 406, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Barbara Boxer (chairman of 
the full Committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Boxer, Vitter, Carper, Sessions, Cardin, 
Whitehouse, Udall, Merkley, Inhofe, Barrasso, Crapo, Wicker, 
Boozman, and Fischer. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Senator Boxer. The hearing of the EPW Oversight Hearing on 
Domestic Renewable Fuels will come to order. We changed the 
time, I really appreciate everybody’s cooperation, out of respect for 
a memorial service for Nelson Mandela. 

We are going to end this hearing at 11 a.m. So, I am going to 
be tough with the gavel, ask everybody to do a 3-minute opening 
statement, and you can stick to your 5 but I will use a hard gavel. 
So, after members, wherever we are at 10:15 a.m., we will call up 
the second panel so that we will have adequate time to hear from 
them. 

This oversight hearing is going to focus on the critically impor- 
tant Renewable Fuels Standard Program and EPA’s recent 2014 re- 
newable fuel volumes. Congress created the RFS to promote a 
strong domestic renewable energy industry, reduce our dependence 
on foreign oil and cut dangerous emissions of carbon. 

In 2005, Congress estaWished the program and set goals for the 
use of renewable fuels and in 2007 we expanded these goals and 
called for the increased use of renewable fuels such as cellulosic 
ethanol and advanced biofuels which can turn waste into fuel. The 
RFS is designed to promote the use of renewable fuels as transpor- 
tation or jet fuel and home heating oil. 

The requirement to increase the use is designed to provide a 
clear and consistent market demand for these fuels. Congress also 
designed the RFS to be managed in a flexible way. So, the EPA 
issues rules to set annual volumes. It is important to note that the 
RFS uses tradable credits, or RINs, for each gallon of renewable 
biofuel produced in or imported into the United States. So, petro- 

( 1 ) 
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leum companies can buy biofuel and obtain the RINs to dem- 
onstrate their compliance. 

So, it is a flexible program. And, according to the EPA, by 2022 
the RES will displace over 13 billion gallons of gas and diesel, cut 
oil imports by more than $41 billion and reduce carbon pollution 
by 138 million metric tons. 

I think those are exactly the kinds of goals our country should 
be focused on, energy independence by expanding domestic produc- 
tion of renewable fuels and reducing dangerous pollution. And 
President Obama has recognized the importance of the RES and he 
said “Biofuels have an important role to play in increasing our en- 
ergy security, fostering rural economic development and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector.” 

I certainly agree with that statement. Advanced and cellulosic 
biofuels play a very important role in the RES. And I personally 
believe that the Federal Government should promote their use. 

This industry got started during the most severe economic down- 
turn in our Nation’s history and now, with sustained commitment 
to support renewable fuels, EPA projects that five companies in the 
U.S. will produce commercial scale cellulosic ethanol by 2014. And 
we know that several other companies are working to construct 
commercial scale cellulosic ethanol plants in 2015 and beyond. 

So, I am looking forward to this oversight hearing, to hearing 
from you on how this, how the new volumes effect you, whether 
you think it was a fair role for the EPA to play. And I think we 
have a lot to learn about this. But to me, the fundamental point 
is we need to be energy independent. We need to clean up the air, 
get dangerous carbon pollution out of the air. Those things say to 
me, we are on the right track. 

With that, I will call on Senator Vitter. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID VITTER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

Senator Vitter. Thank you. Chairman Boxer, for convening to- 
day’s hearing. And I also want to thank our witnesses for being 
here as well. Unfortunately not invited were many significant 
stakeholders like poultry producers, food products manufacturers, 
boat owners, motorcycle enthusiasts, small engine manufacturers, 
biodiesel producers, gas station owners, conservation groups. But 
many of these groups have sent letters and so I would ask unani- 
mous consent that they be included in the record. 

Senator Boxer. Absolutely. 

[The referenced information follows:] 
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National 

CHICKEN 

Council 


1152 FIFTEENTH STREET NW, SUITE 430 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
PHONE: 202-296-2622 
FAX: 202-293-4005 


December 1 1, 2013 

Ms, Barbara Boxer 
Chairwoman 

U.S. Senate Committee on 
Environment & Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-6175 

Re: Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels 

Dear Madam Chairwoman: 

The National Chicken Council (NCC) is pleased to present this testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public Works and the Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear 
Safety in the hearing entitled, “Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels.” The nation’s 
energy and agricultural policies are essential to the strength of our nation, the vigor of our 
agricultural industries, and the well-being of our citizens, and we greatly appreciate the 
Committee’s interest in reevaluating the Renewable Fuel Standards (RFS) program and our 
nation’s biofuels policy. We have reached a critical juncture with the RFS biofuels mandate, and 
NCC strongly believes that now is the time for Congress to comprehensively reform the program 
to ensure that eonventional renewable fuels are not pursued at the expense of our nation’s basie 
food supply. 

NCC is the national trade association representing vertically integrated companies that produce, 
proee.ss, and market over 95 percent of the chicken in the United States. In addition, NCC 
members include allied industry firms that supply necessary inputs and services for the chicken 
industry. As part of the subgroup of corn users who absorb all of the costs imposed by the RFS, 
NCC’s members have significant experience with the marketplace distortions caused by the RFS, 

As we explained in great detail in comments submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) in October 2012 in support of issuing a waiver of the ethanol blending requirement to 
relieve immense price pressure on the nation’s drought-stricken corn supply, U.S.-grown com is 
a crucial element in the nation’s food and feed supply, as well as in the global economy. Corn is 
integral to the U.S. food supply, and approximately 75 percent of foods on grocery store 
shelves — including chickens — contain com or involve corn in their supply chain. Com is the 
primary element of chicken feed, and feed costs represent the highest cost component of 
producing chicken. When corn becomes more expensive, so does the food people buy, including 
chicken. 
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The RTS necessarily drives up the price of corn by requiring the nation’s com supply to support 
two industries — food production and RFS-mandated ethanol production. Before the RFS, about 
1 5 percent of the nation’s com supply was used for ethanol production. Under the RFS, 40 
percent of the nation’s com supply now gets diverted to ethanol production annually, and the 
blending targets require it be used in increasing quantities, regardless of cost. The food industry 
is left to make do with the remaining 60 percent of the corn, which drives up corn prices 
substantially. As of last October, corn prices have more than doubled since the RFS was 
implemented, the cost of cereals, meat, and poultry was up more than 75 percent, and com price 
volatility — a very important factor for raising animals that require planning months and years in 
advance — has been up dramatically since the RFS was implemented. Ultimately, American 
consumers and the nation’s food producers — including chicken companies, the hard-working 
rural Americans employed by the industry, and the family farmers who raise the chickens — pay 
the steep price imposed by the RFS. Escalating food prices are especially devastating for the 
millions of low-income Americans still struggling to regain their economic footing and for 
whom more expensive food all too often means less food. 

In short, the RFS conventional ethanol-blending requirement stretches the nation’s com supply 
too thin and forces consumers to pay more at the grocery store register for little-to-no benefits at 
the gas pump. 

The RFS’s ethanol-blending requirements are problematic in other ways. The nation has reached 
the blend wall, the point at which the nation’s fuel supply has become saturated with ethanol. By 
law, and by the way automobile engines are engineered, only so much ethanol can be blended 
into the fuel supply. Any ethanol produced over that amount is useless for motor fuel. Factoring 
in serious questions about ethanol’s efficiency as a motor fuel, the overall cost of creating corn- 
based ethanol, and real concerns about the net environmental impacts of the full production 
lifecycle for fuel-grade conventional ethanol, all evidence points to reconsidering the RFS. 

The era’s recent proposal to reduce the 2014 ethanol blending targets, while a step in the right 
direction, is only a modest tweak of the existing system. Even if ERA finalizes its proposed 
reduced targets, billions of bushels of corn will still be diverted to ethanol use, corn prices will 
remain artificially high, and consumers will continue to struggle with high food prices. Instead 
of small fixes based on projected corn production constantly clouded in uncertainty, it is time for 
Congress to fix the RFS. 

NCC strongly believes Congress should comprehensively reform the RFS to align its goal of 
fostering clean, renewable energy with the equally important need to ensure a robust American 
food industry and an affordable supply of food for all Americans. Any comprehensive reform 
must include eliminating the conventional ethanol-blending requirements. The conventional 
ethanol requirements’ unintended consequences on food prices have more than outweighed any 
marginal benefit to the fuel supply. Moreover, conventional ethanol has always been but a 
stepping-stone to the RFS’s ultimate goals of advanced biofuels and cellulosics. The nation 
cannot possibly produce enough corn to fuel the American motor fleet, ear engines could not run 
on it in any event, and advanced fuels hold much more promise for achieving energy 
independence and sustainability. 
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Congress can revamp the RFS to focus the program on fostering long-term research and 
development of these more advanced fuel sources, fuel sources that will not compete with such a 
fundamental necessity as the nation's food supply. With close to a decade of blending targets 
under the RPS, the ethanol-refining industry has matured to the point where market forces should 
be left to dictate how best to use the com supply. If corn-based ethanol is an efficient fuel 
source, blenders will continue to use it even after reform to the RFS. If it is not, corn production 
will return to more efficient production levels, and farmers will transition land currently devoted 
to excess corn production to other sources of food or better agricultural biofuels. The result will 
be more affordable food prices, more reasonable biofuels energy policy, and more focus on long- 
term solutions to energy sustainability. 

Thank you for your consideration and for the Committee’s interest in the significant effects the 
nation’s biofuels policy is having on the American food industry. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if NCC can provide any additional information. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Michael J. Brown 
President 
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December 1 1, 201 3 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer The Honorable David Viller 

United States Senate United States Senate 

Washington, DC 205 1 0 Washington, DC 205 1 0 

Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 

We, the undersigned diverse array of agriculture, business, environment, food retail, hunger, 
taxpayer, and public interest and consumer groups, commend the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee for holding a hearing to conduct oversight of the Renewable Fuel Standard 
(RFS). W'e write today to share our support for meaningful Congressional action to address the 
myriad of issues with the RFS program. However, we do want to draw the committee’s attention 
to our disappointment in the lack of including critical stakeholders in your hearing process. 

Given the significant interest in the RFS, we think the Committee missed a great opportunity to 
include a robust panel that would fully illustrate the daily realities and diverse impacts of this 
policy on so many sectors of the population. 

While our reasons vary, all of us have long maintained that the RFS is a uniquely flawed policy. 
The mandate on corn-based ethanol in particular has had a devastating effect on the entire food 
economy from livestock and poultry producers facing record feed costs, to food retailers facing 
record food costs, to consumers struggling to balance food budgets in lough economic times. 
Some signers of thi.s letter also question the propriety of Congress establishing production quota 
and guaranteed market shares for any type of commercial business. Ethanol from corn also is 
concerning to some due to its global warming impact and the use of natural resources such as 
water and native grassland for producing fuel. The corn-based ethanol mandate is also having a 
devastating impact in communities throughout the world, where people living in poverty arc 
facing increased food prices that threaten their food and land security. 

Corn ethanol has cost taxpayers billions of dollars in tax credits, tariffs, and other subsidies over 
the past thirty years; while the most expensive tax credit - the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax 
Credit - expired at the end of 201 1, ethanol subsidies live on through farm bill energy title 
programs and other federal incentives. All of these concerns are in addition to concerns over 
higher blends of ethanol in the fuel system that have created signincam safety and liability 
problems with boats, recreation and lawn equipment, as well as motorcycles and legacy 
vehicles. 

Although the problems created by the RFS in terms of RINs and the approaching “blend wail” 
are significant and need to be addressed, so too do the problems the RFS imposes on the food 
chain, consunters, taxpayers, and the environment. Indeed, although EPA’s recent proposal to 
freeze ethanol blending targets is a step in the right direction, it does not address the multitude of 
other issues with the RFS and should be a signal it is time for Congress to take the difficult steps 
needed toward real refonn. Our organizations strongly support Congressional action to enact 
significant, meaningful and pennanent decreases in the conventional biofuels (corn ethanol) 
mandate and other reforms as needed. 
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Thank you for considering these views. 


Sincerely, 

ActionAid USA 
American Meat Institute 
American Sporlfishing Association 
American Bakers Association 
Boat U.S. 

California Dairy Campaign 

Clean Air Task Force 

Dairy Producers of New Mexico 

Dairy Producers of Utah 

Friends of the Earth 

Idaho Dairymen’s Association 

Milk Producers Council 

National Council of Chain Restaurants 

National Taxpayers Union 

National Turkey Federation 

Nevada State Dairy Commission 

Northwest Dairy Association / Darigold 

Oregon Dairy Farmers Association 

Oxfam America 

Southeast Milk, Inc, 

Specialty Equipment Market Association 
Washington State Dairy Federation 



8 



ThB A»adatlOfl of food. fieverasB 
and Consumer Products Con^aniss 


December 1 i, 2013 


Chairman Barbara Boxer 

Senate Environinont and Public Works Committee 
4 1 0 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 1 0 


Ranking Member David Vitter 
Senate Environment and Public. Works Committee 
456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 

The Grocery Manufacturers Association' (GMA) appreciates this opportunity to submit comments in 
advance of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee’s hearing titled “Oversight Hearing on 
Domestic Renewable Fuels.” We were pleased that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
proposed 2014 Renewable Volume Obligations reduced the com ethanol mandate, as well as Otc level of 
advanced biofuels. Since the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS) was enacted in 2007, market dynamics are 
far different than anticipated. Consequently, we believe it is lime for Congress to adjust the RFS. 

Wlien the RFS targets were created in the Energy Security and Independence Act of 2007 (ESIA), it was 
thought that oellulosic ethanol production would ramp up quickly and consumer demand for gasoline 
would continue to increase. These conditions have not come to pass and, specifically, biodiesel has been 
required to fulfill an increasingly large portion of the advanced biofuels RI-'S, In 2013, 70% of the 
advanced RFS was to be met with biodiesel, of which 65% was edible oils, such as soy and canola. Only 
.004% of the mandate is being fulfilled by ccllulosic. Because edible oils are ubiquitous in the food 
supply, the impact of this policy on soybean oil prices has been dramatic. Since 2007, the price per pound 
of soyoil has risen dramatically with each 10 cent increase equating to a $2 billion increase in the cost of 
food production. 

Although EPA’s 2014 proposal provides some relief to our industry, the situation becomes more 
challenging as the statutory levels of advanced biofuels increase in the coming years. Currently 25%, or 5 
billion pounds, of soyoil produced each year goes to biodiesel, if the targets contained in ESIA are 
maintained, by 2016, the U.S, will need to produce over 29.3 billion pounds of soybean oil simply to 
fulfill the advanced biofuels RFS, which does not include the amount needed for food uses. This amount 
is 150% of current production. If this occurs, the U.S. could be put in a position where it has to import 


‘ Dusct] in Washington, D.C., OMA is the voice of more than 300 leading food, beverage and consumer product companies that sustain and 
enhance the quality of life for hundreds of miilions of people in the United Slates and around the globe. 

f'oundcd in 1908. OMA is an active, voca! advocate for its member companies and a tni.stcd source of information about the industry and the 
products consumers rely on imd enjoy every day. The association and its member companies arc committed to meeting the needs of consumers 
through product mnovalion, responsible business pincticcs and vlTccfive public policy solutions developed through a genuine piirtncrsiiip with 
policymakers and other stakeholders. 

In keeping with its founding principles, GMA helps its members produce safe products througlr « strong and ongoing comnniment toscicnlific 
research, testing and evaluation and to providing wmsumers with the predates, tools and inrormation they need to achieve a healthy diet and an 
active lifestyle. 

The food, beverage and consumer packaged goods industry m the United Sintte generates sales of S2,l trillion annually, employs 14 million 
workers and contributes $1 trillion in added value to the econwny every year. 
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foreign soybean oil to meet its domestic food needs, simply to support its renewable energy policy. Under 
these circumstances, it is not hard to imagine a rise in. Ae price of soybean oil, which could result in 
increases in costs for inEinufacturers and in prices consumers pay. 

As Congress considers legislative solutions, it is important that RFS reform take a comprehensive 
approach. Adjusting the com ethanol mandate without addressing biodiesel could result in shifting of 
acreage between com and soybeans. If this happens, the benefits of reforming the com ethanol RFS could 
be llmxlcd. 

We appreciate the Committee’s willingness to undertake an examination of the Renewable Fuels Standard 
and look forward to working with you on a policy solution that reflects current market conditions and 
mitigates the negative impacts of llic biodiesel and advanced biofuels mandates. 



Executive Vice President, Government Affairs 



TASK FORCE 


December 1 0, 20 ! 3 


Tlie Honorable Barbara Boxer 
Chairman 

Environment and Public Works Committee 
United States Senate 
1 12 Hart Senate Offtcc Building 
Washington D.C,, 205 1 0 


The Honorable David Vittcr 
Ranking Member 

Environment and Public Works Committee 
United States Senate 
516 Hart Senate Orficc Building 
Washington D.C., 20510 


RE: “Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels" — Hearing in the U.S. 

Senate Committee on F.nvironmcnt and Public Works and the 
Subeommiltcc on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety 


Dear Chairman Boxer and Senator Viiter: 


The Clean Air Task Force (CATFf is a non-profit environmental organization that works to 
protect the earth’s atmosphere by improving air quality and reducing global climate change 
through scientific research, public advocacy, technological innovation, and private sector 
collaboration. In advance of the hearing on domestic renewable fuels being held by the 
Committee on Environment and Public Works and the Subcommittee on Clean Air and 
Nuclear Safety, CATF is pleased to share our analysis of the climate impacts associated 
with the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

This letter brielly outlines CATF’s concerns about the effect that the RFS-mandated scale- 
up of corn ethanol consumption is having on net greenhouse gas emissions, and hovv the 
RFS’s negative climate impact can be reduced going forward. The points made in this 
letter echo several suggestions that CATF’s offered in respon.se to the RFS Assessment 
White Papers that the House of Representatives Energy and Commerce Committee 
circulated earlier this ycar.' “ 

In short, the corn ethanol being produced in compliance with the RFS and the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) produces more greenhouse gas (GHG) 
over a 30-ycar lifecycle than the gasoline it displaces (on an energy-equivalent basis). The 


18 T.remoni St., Suite 530 | Boston, MA 02108 | www.catf.us | 617.624,0234 
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assumption that GHC reductions achieved by other biofuels, such as ethanol made from 
cellulosic feedstocks, would offset the corn ethanol-driven increases looks increasingly 
unwarranted as it becomes clear that the commercialization of cellulosic biofuels will 
happen more slowly and on a smaller scale than expected. As a result, in order to improve 
the RFS's impact on climate change in the near term. Congress and the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) must work together to scale back the production of corn ethanol 
and other conventional biofuels, while opening up market opportunities for cleaner fuels. 

Net Increases in GH6 Emissions Caused by the RFS 

EISA reciuires that gasoline “sold or introduced into commerce in the United States” 
contains 36 billion gallons of biofuel by 2022. Much of that requirement — 21 billion 
gallons by 2022 — is to be met by various "advanced biofuels," a category which includes 
cellulosic biofuels that arc shown to reduce lifecycle greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by at 
least 60% when compared to gasoline, as well as biodiesel and other biofuels that achieve 
50% reductions. 

To date, though, the RFS has largely amounted to a mandate for corn ethanol. Corn ethanol 
has accounted for more than 90%) of the fuel by volume that ha.s been mandated under the 
RFS since 2006, and will account for 83% of the mandated volume this year. Corn ethanol 
is poised to maintain its dominant role in the RFS going forward as well, a.s cellulosic 
biofuels struggle to reach commercial scale and further expansion of "advanced biofuels" 
like sugarcane ethanol and soy biodiesel is complicated by market- and environment- 
related constraints. 

EISA's implied corn ethanol mandate grows from 10.5 billion gallons per year in 2010 to 15 
billion gallon.s in 2015. From 2015 to 2022, no more than 15 billion gallons of corn ethanol 
can be used to satisfy the RFS’s annual volume requirements, absent a special showing by 
the Agency. Consequently, corn ethanol produced during 2010-2015 (while production 
capacity is still ramping up) has much higher lifecycle emissions than corn ethanol 
produced in 2022 (seven years after production of corn ethanol is supposed to level off). 

EPA, for reasons it never adequately justified, chose to regulate all corn ethanol production 
according to the lifecycle GHG emissions analysis it did for corn ethanol produced in 2022 - 
even though it had also calculated the lifecycle greenhouse gas emi.ssions for corn ethanol 
produced in 2012 and 2017. The chart below, which EPA placed in the RFS 
implementation rule docket but never referenced, ^ lists 33 different ways to produce corn 
ethanol (each of which was modeled by EPA), and shows how the lifecycle GHG emissions 
in 2012, 2017, and 2022 for each production method compare to the lifecycle emissions 
from gasoline. The corn ethanol production pathways that result in the same or higher 
lifecycle GHG emissions than gasoline are shaded in dark gray, The pathways that achive 
lower lifecycle GHG emission.s than gasoline but still fall short of EISA’s 20% reduction 
requirement are shaded in light gray. 
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2012 

2017 

2022 

Dry Mil! NG (dry DDGS| 

33 % 

10% 

-17% 

w/ CHP (dry DDGS) 

30 % 

7% 

- 20 % 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (dry DDGS} 

28% 

5% 

- 22 % 

w/ CHP, Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(dry DDGS) 

24% 

1% 

- 25 % 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

19% 

-4% 

- 30 % 

DryMMI NG (wet DGS) 

21% 

-2% 

- 27 % 

w/ CHP (wet DGS) 

17% 

-5% 

- 30 % 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (wet DGS) 

19% 

-4% 

■ 29 % 

w/ CHP, Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(wet DGS) 

15% 

-8% 

■ 33 % 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

12% 

-10% 

- 36 % 

Dry Mil! Coal (dry DDGS) 

66% 

41% 

12 % 

w/ CHP (dry DDGS) 

64% 

39% 

10 % 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (dry DDGS) 

56% 

31% 

3 % 

w/ CHP. Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(dry DDGS) 

47% 

22% 

-5% 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

36% 

13% 

-14% 

Dry Mill Coal (wet DGS) 

41% 

17% 

-10% 

w/CHP (wet DGS) 

39% 

15% 

-12% 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (wet DGS) 

37% 

14% 

-13% 

w/ CHP. Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(wet DGS) 

28% 

5% 

- 21 % 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

22% 

-1% 

•26% 

Dry Mill Biomass (dry DDGS) 

6% 

-15% 

-40% 

w/ CHP (dry DOGS) 

-2% 

-23% 

-47% 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (dry DOGS) 

0% 

-21% 

-45% 

w/ CHP, Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(dry DOGS) 

1% 

- 20 % 

-45% 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

0% 

-21% 

-45% 

Dry Mill Biomass (wet DGS) 

6% 

-16% 

-41% 

w/ CHP (wet DGS) 

-3% 

-24% 

-48% 

w/ CHP and Fractionation (wet DGS) 

0% 

-21% 

-46% 

w/ CHP, Fractionation and Membrane Separation 
(wet DGS) 

0% 

-21% 

-45% 

w/ CHP, Fractionation, Membrane Separation, and 
Raw Starch Hydr 

0% 

-21% 

-46% 

Wet Mill with NG 

37% 

17% 

-7% 

Wet Mil! with coal 

64% 

43% 

19% 

Wet Mil! with biomass 

-3% 

-24% 

-48% 
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As EPA's chart shows, only three of the 33 modeled pathways result in lower emissions 
than gasoline in 2012. The story improves in 2017, but not dramatically: 15 of the 33 
pathway.s produce emissions that are higher than those from gasoline and only nine of the 
pathways achieve the 20% reduction required by EISA. 

Given that EPA had conducted lifecycle GHG emission analyses for 2012 and 2017 that 
more accurately modeled corn ethanoTs actual (rather than hypothetical) environmental 
performance, CATE and other environmental organisations questioned the Agency's 
decision to rely on the 2022 analysis. The National Research Council raised the same 
concern in a 2011 report, when it wrote, 

EPA found corn-grain ethanol, regardless of whether the coproduct is sold 
wet or dry, to have life-cycle GHG emissions higher than gasoline in 2012 or 
2017 unless it is produced in a biorefinery that uses biomass as a heat 
source. EPA calculated its 21-percent GHG reduction as a weighted average 
of projected biorefinery and corn production efficiencies that could be 
realized in 2022. Thus, according to EPA's own estimates, corn-grain ethanol 
produced in 2011, which is almost exclusively made in biorefineries using 
natural gas as a heat source, is a higher emitter of GHG than gasoline. 

Nevertheless, corn-grain ethanol produced at the time this report was 
written still qualified for RFS2 based upon EPA's industry-weighted average 
of projected 2022 industry. The discrepancy between how RES2 is 
implemented (under the assumption of 21-percent reduction of GHG 
emissions by corn-grain ethanol compared to gasoline) and EPA's own 
analysis suggests thatRFS2 might not achieve the intended GHG reductions.* 

In fact, the RES does not achieve the intended GHG reductions. Using the 30-year lifecycle 
analysis that EPA conducted for corn ethanol produced in 2012 (instead of the analyses for 
2022), CATF calculated the cumulative lifecycle GHG emi.ssions from corn ethanol produced 
during the ramp-up period (2010-2015). CATF carried its analysis though 2044 to capture 
a full 30 years of emissions from each year-class of new ethanol [i.e., the 30-year lifecycle 
for ethanol produced in 2015 ends in 2044). In 2044, cumulative GHG emissions from corn 
ethanol equal about 1.4 billion tons; the emissions from an energy equivalent amount of 
gasoline equal 1.1 billion tons. In other words, the cumulative lifecycle GHG emissions 
from corn ethanol are 28% higher chan those from gasoline. 
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CATF's full analysis of EPA's lifecycle GHG omissions data can be found in a 2013 white 
paper titled "Corn Ethanol GHG Emissions Under Various RFS Implementation Scenarios.’’® 

If the production of corn ethanol plateaus at (or below) 15 billion gallons per year as 
envisioned by Congress, the global agricultural market will no longer have to bring new 
land into production in order to accommodate the RFS-driven increase in demand for farm 
goods, and— as a result — the lifecycle GHG emissions associated with each gallon of ethanol 
will decrease over time. It is critically important, therefore, to prevent any subsequent 
expansions of corn ethanol production that would set off a new round of land use-related 
emission increases. 

Avoiding Additional GHG Increases Going Forward 

As long as cellulosic biofuel production falls short of the annual targets set by Congress, 

EPA must make annual adjustments to the RFS cellulosic volume mandate.* Congress gave 
EPA the authority to make corresponding reductions to the overarching annual volume 
requirements for "advanced biofuels" and conventional "renewable fuel.’’’ The Agency 
declined to make corresponding reductions for compliance years 2011-2013, opting 
instead to allow extra production of "advanced biofuels" like sugarcane ethanol and 
biodiesel to make up for the shortfall in cellulosic fuels. 

That approach has proven to be unsustainable. The "cellulosic void" — i.e., the difference 
between the annual cellulosic volume targets specified at Section 211(o)[2](B)(n!] of the 
Clean Air Act and the volumes of cellulosic biofuel that are projected to become available 
over time — will be large and persistent. EPA expects that only 8-30 million gallons of 
cellulosic biofuel will be produced in 2014 (as compared to the EISA target of 1.75 billion 
gallons). Over the longer term, the US Energy Information Administration projects that less 
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than three billion gallons of cellulosic biofuel will be produced on an annual basis by 2022, 
and that production levels will not reach the 16 billion gallon target set by Congress until at 
least 2033. Accordingly, the cellulosic void will be too large and last too long to be 
sustainably backfilled with non-cellulosic advanced biofuels. 

If EPA had continued to pursue this strategy of backfilling the cellulosic void with 
"advanced biofuels," a likely indirect — but predictable — consequence would be increases in 
the production of corn ethanol and palm oil. If, for example, the Agency allowed sugarcane 
ethanol to make up for missing volumes of cellulosic biofuel, the United States would have 
had to significantly increase its imports of the fuel from Brazil — which in turn would cause 
Brazil to significantly increase its imports of US corn ethanol in order to satisfy its own 
biofuel consumption mandate. According to a joint report by the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development and the United Nations Food and Agriculture 
Organization, the projected increase in US demand for Brazilian sugarcane ethanol would 
"create a large policy driven two-way trade in ethanol" causing sugarcane ethanol exports 
from Brazil to the United States to triple and triggering a 17% increase in world ethanol 
price by 2021.** 

Alternatively, if the shortfall was filled by soy biodiesel instead ofsugarcane ethanol (an 
option that becomes increasingly feasible if Congress extends the biodiesel tax credit), the 
possibility of increased lifecycle GHC emissions remains high, Increased demand for soy 
biodiesel would indii'ectly increase the overall demand for vegetable oil, which in turn 
would enlarge the market for palm oil. As the Union of Concerned Scientists explained in 
April 2013 comments to EPA, 

Palm oil is the cheapest, fastest growing source of vegetable oil In the world, 
and occupies an even larger share of the global vegetable oil trade. Thi.s 
makes it highly likely that whether or not palm oil is directly imported into 
the U.S., palm oil will ultimately replace the oils and fats used to make 
biodiesel ... Since palm oil will ultimately be the source of oil that indirectly 
replace.s the oils and fats required to fill an expanded biodiesel mandate, it is 
likely that expanding the advanced mandate will not only fail to achieve the 
50% GUG emissions reduction requirement of advanced biofuels, but may 
also fail to reduce emissions at all. Palm oil is associated with a host of 
disquieting problems, mostly about draining peat swamps and cutting down 
forests to expand plantations, at great cost to orangutans, local people, and 
the global climate.’ 


Because the lifecycle GHG emissions from palm biodiesel are almost certainly higher than 
those from corn ethanol or gasoline, palm biodiesel “should not be allow'ed to indirectly fill 
an expandt'd advanced biofuel mandate."*** 

Fortunately, EPA backed away from this path in its recently proposed volume .standards for 
2014. Instead of backfilling the cellulosic void with sugarcane ethanol and soy biodiesel, as 
it had done in previous years, the Agency proposed to reduce the 2014 volume 
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requirements for cellulosic biofuel, advanced biofuel, and total renewable fuel below the 
targets set forth in EISA, 


According to EPA, its new approach is necessitated by two constraints: first, the 
"[Ijimitations in the volume of ethanol that can be consumed in gasoline given practical 
constraints on the supply of higher ethanol blends to the vehicles that can use them and 
other limits on ethanol blends in gasoline — a set of factors commonly referred to as the 
ethanol 'blend wall;'" and second, the "[Ijimitations in the ability of the industry to produce 
sufficient volumes of qualifying renewable fuel” [i.e, cellulosic biofuels].” EPA could 
have — and should have — justified its action by pointing out that a reduction to the implied 
corn ethanol mandate will also improve the RFS’s environmental impact, particularly with 
respect to climate change. 

Now that it is clear that achieving the RES volume targets according to the schedule set 
forth in EIS.A is both technologically infeasible and environmentally damaging, Congress 
should support EPA's effort to recalibrate those targets. However, EPA's recent proposal 
represents a short-term fix to a long-term problem. We respectfully urge Congress — -and 
especially the Committee on Environment and Public Works and the Subcommittee on 
Clean Air and Nuclear Safety — to work with the Agency and others to identify and 
implement more lasting changes to the RFS that promote reductions in net GHC emissions 
by phasing out incentives to produce corn ethanol and other conventional biofuels. 

Conclusion 

Contrary to the intentions of its drafters, the RFS is increasing, rather than reducing, net 
CHG emissions from the transportation sector. The Clean Air Task Force appreciates the 
opportunity to describe this unfortunate outcome, as well as the steps that EPA and 
Congress can take to reduce future emissions increases. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Jonathan F. Lewis 
Senior Counsel 
Clean Air Task Force 
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ENDNOreS 

‘ CATF's response to the House Energy and Commerce Committee's white paper on environmental 
impacts of the RF5 can be found at: htt p:/’/wwvv.catf.us/resources/fi}inRs/b!ofuels/20130534- 
CATF%20ResDon>e%20to°.i;20HQtJse%20EC?420 GHG%20and^o20Environment% 20Quesfions-pdf 
^ CATF's response to the House Energy and Commerce Committee's white paper on RFS and the blend 
wall can be found at; http:/7www.catf.us/resources/filinas/b i ofue(s/2013040?3- 
CATf Respor^se to Hou se, EC Bien d Wall Question. pdf 

’ All text and data taken directly from an EPA chart in Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-3005-016J-3173.S 
Lester Lave, ef oL 2011. Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and Environmental Effects of 
U.S. Biofuel Policy 221 (Report by the National Research Council Committee on Economic and 
Environmental Impacts of Increasing Biofuels Production) (emphais supplied; internal citations omitted] 
{ht:trj://wvyw,n3p.edu/openbqok.php ^recorct td-131051 - 

^ CATF, Corn Ethanol GH6 Emissions Under Various RFS Implementation Scenarios {April 2013) 

(ht tp:/ /’ www. C3{ f.us/fe;,ources/whit eo apers/n!es/201304Q5-CATF%20Wn-ite%20 Paper- 

Corn%2QGHG'yc20f:rnissions%20IJnder %20V3rious%2QRFS%20Scenar;os.O(jf ) 

CAA §211(o)(7){D)(i) ("For any calendar year for which the projected volume of cellulosic biofuel 
production is less than the minimum applicable volume established under paragraph {25(B), as 
determined by the Administrator based on the estimate provided under paragraph (3)(A), not later than 
November 30 of the preceding calendar year, the Administrator shall reduce the applicable volume of 
ceiluiosic biofue! required under paragraph (2)(B) to the projected volume available during that calendar 
year. For any calendar year in which the Administrator makes such a reduction, the Administrator may 
also reduce the applicable volume of renewable fuel and advanced biofuels requirement established 
under paragraph (2)(B) by the same or a lesser volume.") 

^ Id. 

® OECD-FAO, Agricultural Outlook 2012^2021 (2012) at 98-99. 

^ UCS, Comments on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's "Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 
2013 Renewable Fuel Standards" 78 Fed. Reg. 9282 (February 21, 2013) (EPA-HQ-OAR-2012-0546] [filed 
April 5, 2013) at 13-19 ("UCS 2013 RFS Volume Comments") 

( http://www,ucsusa.org/assets/dQCuments,fclean vehicles/UCS- Com ments-on-R FS-20 1 3 ■Volumes, pdf ). 
See also id. ("The Internationa! Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRi) recently did an analysis of oil 
substitution in biodiesel markets and found that because demand for soybeans Is largely driven by meal, 
60% of soybean oil used to make biodiesel was replaced by other oils, especially palm oil. This led to 
lifecycle emissions for soy biodiesel similar to fossil diesel. As volumes of vegetable oil based biodiesel 
grow larger, they are increasingly likely to outstrip the demand for meal, leading to a global imbalance 
that will be rectified indirectly by substitution of palm oil for the missing food grade vegetable oil.") 
at 19 

EPA, 2014 Standards for the Renewable Fuel Standard Program— Proposed Rule, 78 Fed. Reg. 71732, 
71735 (November 29, 2013). 
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Center for Coastal Conservation 





December 10, 2013 


The Honorable Barbara Boxer, Chair 

'The Honorable Da\'id Vitter, Ranlung Member 

U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works (A>mminee 

Senate Dirksen Building, Room 410 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer and Senator Vitter: 

The (iontcr for Coastal Conservation is a coalition of the leading 
advocates for marine recreational fishing and boating. It is dedicated to 
promoting sound conscn'ation and use of America’s ocean resources. 

As the Ciongress considers reform of the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS), we 
encourage you to consider the impacts of higher volumes of corn-based 
ethanol on marine resources and particularly recreational fisheries. W'e are. 
also concerned that the growth of the mandate will force the u.se of ethanol 
blends above 10% (E-10) that could be ven.- harmful to marine engines. 

As corn production increases on marginal lands, so does the use of fertilisers 
leading to increased nutrient runoff that degrades water quality and 
contributes to hypoxia as far away as the Crulf of Mexico. Estimates suggest 
chat where irrigation is required it can take hundreds gallons of water to 
produce just one gal)t>n of corn-based ethanol. These water quantity and 
water quality impacts threaten fish habitat across the country and also threaten 
a .s portf'ishing industiy that c on tributes $61 .7 billion t o our eco nomy, not to 
mention further negative impacts to commercial fishctics and our .seafood 
ind Listry. 

The increa.sing size of the mandate coupled with declining gasoline demand is 
also leatiing imminendy to the ‘'blend-wall,” which will force blends above E* 
10 into the market. We are very concerned about the potenrial effects on 
marine engines and early testing of E-1 5 has shown damaging resulR, Forcing 
these blends into the market could have significant economic impacts 
associated with engine damage and present serious s'afety concerns. 


While we arc optimistic about the development of advanced biofuels, we 
would urge you to consider measures to preclude feedstocks like invasive 
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'I'he Monorable Barbai'a Boxer, Chair 

'l‘he Honorabie i^avid Viitcr, Ranking Member 

U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee 

December 10, 2013 
Page 2 

aquatic species and ensure against ncgtitive impacts to water quality and excessive water use 
from future fuels. EPA actions to lower the 2014 Renewable Volume Obligation arc an 
imptirtant S'tep, but that is only a icmporar\^ fix ot the Renewable hue! Standard. Congress 
must take action to amend the RES ami address these challenging issues, 

As you address this critical need for reform, we strongly urge you to seek a long term 
solution that addresses these impacts to marine resources and recreational iishcrmcn. 

Sincerely, 

fefferson .Angers 
President 
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Am erican Bakers Association 


I’ig i/’" /hirinx iNi/usrry Sitior IH9~ 


December U, 2013 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
Chairman 

Senate Environment & Public Works Committee 
United States Senate 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable David Vitter 
Ranking Member 

Senate Environment & Public Works Contmittee 
United States Senate 
456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 


The American Bakers Association (ABA) thanks the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee for 
conducting an oversight hearing of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 
ABA supports meaningful Congressional action to address the many issues with the RFS program and we offer the 
below comments. ABA is the Washington D.C. based voice of the wholesale baking industry. Since 1 897, ABA 
has represented the interests of bakers before the U.S. Congress, federal agencies, and international regulator)' 
authorities. ABA advocates on behalf of more than 700 baking facilities and their suppliers. ABA members 
produce bread, rolls, crackers, bagels, sweet goods, tortillas and many other wholesonrte, nutritious, baked products 
for America’s families. The baking industry generates more than $102 billion in economic activity annually and 
employs more than 633,000 highly skilled people. ABA is providing our perspective on the EPA’s RFS. 


• ADA recognizes and supports EPA’s modest proposal to lower the corn-based ethanol mandate in the 2014 
Standsu'ds for the Renewable Fuel Standard Program (RFS)*. However, we strongly encourage EPA to move to 
further alleviate the volatility that corn-based ethanol creates in the grain markets. We believe this cannot be 
done without Congrc.ssiona! action. 

• Corn-based ethanol is a factor that has led to decreased wheal acreage in the US. While we do not fault the 
farmer for planting what will bring the most profit, wheat acreage has declined by almost 25 million acres over 
the past 30 years, in large part, we believe, due to the RFS. In fact, in Kansas the wheat basket of the country, 
more corn is grown than wheat. 

• The wheat market typically follows the corn market, so when the RFS drives corn prices higher, wheat prices 
also rise. Some studies show that the RFS drove corn prices up by 35 percent during the 201 1/I2 crop year.^ 
During this same time, wheat prices rose by 22 percent. These spikes impact market volatility and create 
market uncertainty for the baking industiy'. 

• The above factors continue leading to tighter budgets and hinder job creation at a time when businesses, 
including bakers, are challenged by the ongoing economic environment. Ultimately, it is the American family 
that pays the price. 


Respectfully Submitted, 



Robb MacKie 
President & CEO 


• 7H Fed Reg^ 717)2. Soxtrnber 29. 20! J 

• "Feet! Chains. Ethanol and Energy - Ewergmg Price Relationships. " Dr. Tom Elam. President. FarmEcon LLC2. Dr. Sieve .Cfeyer. Pre.tidetu. Paragon 
Economics. !2>27>2OI0 
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• A further 15,OSO JOhs were indirectly 
supported by the baking industry through 
suppliers and the indirect impact of the 
industry's expenditures. 

• The total economic impact of baked 
goods produced and sold specifically in 
Maryland is $3,570,572>400. Bakers 
contribute nearly 1.19% of Maryland's 
total economic activity. 

• In 2013, the total economic impact of the 
baking industry In America was about 
1 . 97 % of the nation's GDP, 


ABA Members in Your State: 

American Yeast Corporation (Baltimore Plant and Warehouse) • Automatic Rolls of Baltimore • Bakers Express of 
Maryland (H&S) • Bakery de France (2) • Bimbo Bakeries USA • Crispy Bagel Company • H&S Bakery • Krispy 
Kreme - Retail (2) • McCormick & Company, Inc. • Mid Atlantic Baking Company • Ottenberg Baking Company • 
Schmidt Baking Company • Vie de France Yamazaki- RETAIL (3) 


American Bakers Association ) (202) 789^0300 | info@amencanbakers,org j 

John Dunham and Assodafes: New York 




December 2013 
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December 1 1. 2013 


The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
Committee on Environment and Public Works 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 


The Honorable David Vitter 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 

United Stales Senate 

Washington. D.C. 20510 


Dear Chairwoman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 


On behalf of the Advanced Biofuels Association, thank you for the opportunity to present 
our comments on the current state of domestic renewable fuel production and policy. We 
appreciate the Committee's consideration of this topic. The Advanced Biofuels Association 
("AGFA") represents nearly 50 companies that produce advanced and ceilulosic biofuels, as well 
as renewable feedstocks, and is the leading industry organization for second and third generation 
renewable fuels. 

Advanced and ceilulosic biofuels are the sector of the renewabie fuels industry that meet 
the highest greenhouse gas performance targets and are treated by the Renewable Fuel Standard 
as separate from other renew'abie I'uels. For example, advanced biofuels, biomass-based diesel, 
and celkilosie biofuels have specific targets, known as Renewable Volume Obligations (RVOs), 
that must be met under the umbrella target for all renewable fuels. These fuels typically are 
'drop-in' and easily integrate into the existing infrastructure. 

20 1 3 has been a year of continued growth and strength for the advanced industry. .More 
facilities are coming online and making an impact at greater market scales, ’('hese early successes 
are driving capital inve.strnents. inspiring technology innovation, and are bringing better fuels to 
market. However, confusion and uncertainty caused by the regulatory, legislative, and (Xitential 
judicial debates over the Rl-S threaten to hall and even reverse the positive gains made over the 
last few years. 

The proposal by EPA on November 28, 2013 for next year’s RVOs set advanced biofuels 
at 2.2 billion gallons, with a range from 2.0 billion gallons to 2.5 1 billion gallons. A 2.2 billion 
gallon target represents a 20-percem cut from the 2013 level and a disheartening 1 .55-biHion- 
galloti reduction from the volume contemplated by statute. 

In the ongoing fight bctw'cen the oil industry and the corn ethanol industry, advanced 
biofuels companies have become collateral damage. The reductions in the advanced pool have 


2099 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW * Suite 100 * Washington, DC 2000G 
T: 202.469,5140 ■ 6: 202.955.5564 • W: advancedbiofueisassociation.corn 
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already begun to freeze capital, and investors are growing concerned by the possibility that law 
suits will place the RPS in suspended animation. 

This proposal will puli the rug out from underneath the growing advanced biofuels sector 
and will severely harm this industry. It is a significant departure from tlte RVO proposals of the 
past. It is also a departure from a clear Congressional intent to steadily increase the target for 
advanced biofuels year over year. ERA'S proposal to put the target below current production by 
torturing a mode! and flipping argumenUs previously made on EP.A’s waiver authority, is a major 
violation of the statute and the commitment of Congress and the Administration to creating an 
advanced biofuels industry. While there are many issues of concern, we would like to bring three 
to the attention of the Committee, 

Number One; ERA’S proposed RES reductions fall disproportionately on advanced 
biofuels. ERA is proposing to cut volume requirements for advanced biofuels by more than 40 
percent when compared to the requirements written into the RFS statute. In contrast, EP.4 is 
proposing a less than 1 0 percent reduction to volume requirements for conventional biofuels. It 
is counterproductive to the Administration's stated goal of reducing climate change to deliver 
such a large blow to the category of renewable fuels that reduces greenhouse gas emissions the 
most. 


Number Two: El’A’s Monte Carlo model is not appropriate for the advanced and 
ceilulosic hiofuels industry. EPA’s proposed methodology for setting upcoming RFS targets 
looks backwards at the average oj historical data, rather ihm forward to future production 
levels. For our evolv ing industry, such a policy will ensure a continuou.s ovcrsupply of advanced 
biofuels compared to what the ERA model forecasts. This imbalatice will in turn crater the value 
of the renewable identification numbers (or RINs) that are instrumental to financing the 
development of future advanced and ceilulosic biofuel facilities. The agency cannot support the 
emergence of a low-carbon, innovative industry by looking through the rear-view mirror. 

Number Three: ERA should set RFS standards that encourage production and 
consumption of all available advanced biofuels. For an Administration that is committed to 
addressing climate change, this proposal leaves low-hanging fruit still in the tree by setting 
consumption targets below available levels of advanced biofuels, plus carry-over RINs. ABFA 
takes issue with ERA's Monte Carlo model. But even using the agency's lowball estimate, EP.A 
predicts up to 3.23 billion gallons of advanced biofuel will be available next year. This estimate 
is in line with ABFA'.s conservative forecast that our industry will generate at least 3.2 billion 
RINs if! 2013 that qualify as advanced biofuels, exceeding this year's target by at least .500 
million RINs and generating that many carry-over RINs. To continue to support new production, 
ERA should set a 2014 advanced biofuel target that can be met and e.xceeded by current 
production plus carry-over RINs. 


Whether intended or not, this rule has sent a chilling signal to financial markets 
everywhere about the continued desire of this Administration to support and gi'ow an advanced 
and ceilulosic biotuels industry in the United States. Like the private .sector. Congress has 
invested biiIion,s of rederaf dollars to develop the advanced biofuels industry to meet a host of 
critical national policy and security objectives, it is counter intuitive that the ER.A would 
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unciercul the very companies that Congress and the Administration has funded, and continues to 
Fund, to develop these fuels, d’he RFS is supposed to seta policy framework to meet our energy 
needs and deal responsibly with environmental issues, including greenhouse gas emissions. BPA, 
by backsliding away from the Congressional intent, is allowing higher greenliou.se gas emitting 
fuels to replace these gallons which will in turn increase overall grcenhou.se gas emi.ssions in the 
United Slate,s. 

We arc grateful for this opportunity to have provided you our comments and hope the 
Committee will actively review the proposed rule. We strongly encourage the Committee to 
intervene with EPA, and at minimum push for the alternative "Option i " that rc.sults in an 
incroa.sed target for advanced biofuels. Thank you and we look forward to working with you to 
help grow an advanced biofuels industry. 

Sincerely. 



y’ ■ 

Michael McAdams 

President 

■Advanced Biofuels .Association 
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December 11, 2013 


Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) 
Chairwoman 

Senate Commiitee on Environment 
and Public Works 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20510-6175 


David Vjtter(R-LA) 

Ranking Member 

Senate Committee on Envifonineiii 
and Public Works 
456 Dirksen Senate Office Bidg. 
Washington, DC 20510-6175 


Dear Chairwoman Boxer and Ranking Member VItter: 

The Snack Food Association (SFA) is the international trade association of the snack food industry representing snack 
manufacturers and suppliers. Founded in 1937. SFA represents over 400 national companies and family-operated 
businesses that all provide critical economic support to their local communities. SFA membei-s produce a wide variety of 
foods ranging Irom pretzels and popcorn to fruit snacks and granola. 

SFA commends the Senate Eitvironmeni and Public W'orks Committee for holding a hearing to conduct oversight of the 
Renewable Fuel Standard (RKS). The RFS is a concern to the snack food industry because it artificially increases the price 
of corn and soy oil, which are both used as ingredients by SFA company members. Corn is a core ingredient to the 
American food supply and increases in its cost drives up the prices of almost every food in the supply chain. The RFS 
hurts SFA members large and small, and left unchanged. SFA believes these mandates would have a profound negative 
impact on the snack food industry attd the consumers that purcha.se snack products. 

For this reason, we applaud EP.A’s proposal to scale back titc scheduled increases in the various biofuels mandates as an 
important .step in the right direction. The proposed changes are a much-needed step to ensure that no additional harm is 
done by the RFS to the snack food industiy and its cu,s!omers in 2014. We encourage I2PA to finalize the rule with these 
proposed changes. If left unchanged from the original levels, these mandates for the total RFS. the advanced biofuels 
mandate and the biodiesel mandate would create further upward pressure on the ingredients used in snack food 
production. 

While there are many factors behind the increase in food prices, the renewable fuels mandate is the only one that the 
government has the ability to control. This outdated policy impacts cotintlcss food manufacturers and all American 
consumers, EPA's recent proposal is a much-needed step in the right direction. Flowever, \vc also support Congressional 
action to fully address the problems that the RF'S raises, it has been more than five years since the RFS was last revised. 
On behal f of otir membership. SFA re.speciful!y urges Congressional action to relbrm or repeat the RFS by enacting 
meaningful and pennanem changes that fully take into account the impact that this policy has on all sectors of the 
economy, including the ibod indu.sti-y, 

We thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Dempsey 

Snack Food Association 

CEO 
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SHF's ChfUn Restaurant Division 

nccr 


National Coundl of Chain Restaurants 


December 10, 2013 


The Honorable David Vitter 

Ranking Member, Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, DC 20510-6175 
Dear Senator Vitter; 

Please see attached our written statement for the record and supporting documents 
regarding tomorrow’s Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels before the 
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. 

We appreciate this opportunity to provide input as you and the Committee conduct a 
review of the Renewable Fuel Standard. 


Sincerely, 



Robert J. Green 
Executive Director 


National Council of Chain Restaurants 

325 7*' Sf NW • Suite 1100* Washington, DC 20004 
202.626.8183 • 202.626,8185 fax • www.nccr.net 
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STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD FROM 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHAIN RESTAURANTS TO 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 
OVERSIGHT HEARING ON DOMESTIC RENEWABLE FUELS 
DECEMBER 11, 2013 


On behalf of the National Council of Chain Restaurants (NCCR), the following comments are 
submitted for the record for the December 11, 2013 Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable 
Fuels. The National Council of Chain Restaurants, a division of the National Retail Federation, is 
the leading organization exclusively representing chain restaurant companies. For more than 
40 years, NCCR has worked to advance sound public policy that serves restaurant businesses 
and the millions of people they employ. NCCR members include the country's most respected 
quick-service and table-service chain restaurants. 

Chain restaurants are largely owned and operated by tens of thousands of small business 
franchisees, most of whom have one, two, or a small handful of individual restaurant locations. 
These small business franchisees are often family-run enterprises, and they are the very picture 
of small business in America. They give back to their communities through charitable donations 
to local good causes, and they serve as popular gathering places for family events, special 
occasions, and they serve countless meals to everyday Americans every single day. 

In recent years, food commodity costs for chain restaurants and their small business 
franchisees have increased dramatically. This increase has happened to coincide with the 
enactment and implementation of the Renewable Fuel Standard. These higher food 
commodity prices are not unique to chain restaurants, but have been experienced by nearly 
every entity along the food chain, from poultry and livestock farmers on one end of the chain to 
chain restaurants and other retail food outlets on the other. 

NCCR recently gathered together the members of the food supply chain that, along with small 
business chain restaurants, have suffered under the RFS mandate. We launched a public 
awareness campaign to inform policymakers about the numerous ways in which the RFS 
imposes costs to food chain small businesses. Our initiative, "Feed Food Fairness: Take RFS off 
the Menu," has a website ( www.RFSOfftheMenu.org l which includes a variety of information 
about how the RFS raises food commodity prices for small business and consumers alike. 

Relevant research and studies by entities including the Congressional Budget Office, USDA 
Economic Research Service, Congressional Research Service, World Bank and National Research 
Council have all implicated the RFS in the sustained climb in food commodity prices. 
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Moreover, numerous academic studies have done the same. The attached Feed Food Fairness 
document, "The RFS and Rising Food Costs" details this research. 

Although the public domain is replete with evidence that the RFS is, in fact, a significant factor 
contributing to higher food commodity prices, NCCR endeavored to determine the extent to 
which this is the case specifically for chain restaurants. NCCR commissioned the independent 
firm of PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwCj to thoroughly examine this issue. PwC reviewed 
existing private sector, academic, and government studies on the impacts of the RFS mandate 
on ethanol production and the price of corn and other commodities. They then combined 
these estimates with survey information on commodity purchases by chain restaurants to 
estimate the overall impact of the RFS on chain restaurant input costs. 

PwC issued its findings in a report released in November 2012 entitled "Federal Ethanol Policies 
and Chain Restaurant Food Costs." The fuil report is available on our website at www.nccr.net . 

PwC concluded that the conventional portion of the RFS mandate, when fully implemented in 
2015, will raise chain restaurant food costs by up to $3.2 billion dollars a year, every year . That 
estimate is prospective from 2015 onward - it does not include all the years that the RFS has 
been in effect since its enactment. A summary of the PwC report's findings is included in the 
attached Feed Food Fairness document "PwC Study: Key Findings." 

In addition to its estimate of the RFS' costs to chain restaurants industry-wide, PwC also 
estimated the impact on a unit franchise basis. For a typical quick service chain restaurant 
franchise unit (one restaurant), the RFS is estimated to raise food costs by about 10% per year, 
or $18,000. For a typical casual dining restaurant, the PwC estimate is 9%, or about $17,000. 

For the economy as a whole, PwC's findings are remarkable and concerning. If the RFS policy 
remains in effect unchanged, PwC estimated that by 2015 the mandate will result in the 
following percentage price increases for several key commodities: corn, 26,8%; soybeans, 
15.7%; pork, 15%; potatoes, 13%; wheat, 12.1%; eggs, 11.2%; poultry, 7.7%; beef, 7.5%. The 
attached infographic displays the results in vivid terms. In addition, PwC estimates that the RFS 
will result in the production of an additional 6 billion gallons of ethanol which otherwise would 
not be produced in the absence of the mandate. 

To provide an example and bring these numbers into perspective, consider the experience of 
one individual chain restaurant franchisee. Ed and Judy Anderson own and operate, with their 
son, four Wendy's restaurants in Virginia. Mr. Anderson testified before the House Energy & 
Commerce Subcommittee on Energy & Power in July that he estimates the RFS to cost his 
restaurants uo to 530,000 per year, per location. For his four Wendy's restaurants, that's 
$120,000 a year in higher food costs, which is money that the Andersons are not able to use to 
expand their business. Unfortunately, the Anderson's experience with the RFS is all-too- 


common. 
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Last week NCCR testified at a public hearing held by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
to collect stakeholder comment on the Agency's proposed 2014 Renewable Volume Obligations 
under the RFS. We expressed our support for the Agency's proposal to slightly reduce the 
conventional (corn) ethanol mandate for 2014 but urged the Agency to pursue further 
reductions in its final rule. Although a positive first step, the proposal barely dents the 
conventional ethanol requirement and will likely not shrink the 40+% of U.S, corn production 
that is currently commanded by ethanol. To provide real relief to American small business, 
farmers and consumers, it is Congress that will need to act to fix the problem. 

Following today's hearing, we urge the members of the Committee to consider legislation to, at 
the very least, repeal the corn ethanol mandate of the RFS. Bipartisan legislation sponsored by 
Senators Barrasso, Pryor, Inhofe, Crapo, Boozman and others would achieve this re.sult, as 
would legislation that is forthcoming from Senators Feinstein and Coburn. We support these 
efforts. 

We thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments for the hearing record and we 
look forward to working with you to alleviate the burdens imposed by the current harmful RFS 
policy. 

Thank you. 


(fffff 
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The RFS and Rising Food Costs 

Proponents of the Renewable Fuel Standard {RFS) claim that it has no impact on food prices, Small 
business owners from America's chain restaurants know from experience that food costs have 
significantly increased throughout the history of the RFS. Research from the United States Department 
of Agriculture, Congressional Budget Office and World Bank clearly show the RFS is causing food costs 
to rise. 

Here are the facts: 

o According to the Congressional Budget Office, producing ethanol for use in motor fuels increases 
the demand for corn, which ultimately raises the prices that consumers pay for a wide variety of 
foods at the grocery store, ranging from corn syrup sweeteners found in soft drinks to meat, dairy, 
and poultry products.' 

«> Livestock, dairy and poultry are impacted by the RFS as they compete for feedstock with the 
government supported biofuel industry. Prices of all proteins have risen drastically since the 
implementation of the RFS. For example, the impact of biofuels on the retail price of broiler meat 
during 2007-2009 is likely to have been in the range of 5.8 to 11.6 percent." 

e An increase in the price of corn 20 to 40 percent results in a 2 to 4 percent increase in prices of 
corn-based food products at the retail level."' 

0 The United States Department of Agriculture's Economic Research Service stated that the increase 
in the price of corn first affects the price of beef, pork, poultry and dairy, while "the full effects of 
the increase in corn prices for packaged and processed foods will likely take 10-12 months to niove 
through to retail prices.""' 

« Since the RFS was n'jost fully implemented in 2008, food price inflation has gone from slightly lower 
than general inflation to 60 percent higher than general inflation.'' 

« Since 2005, the consumer price index for food rose nearly 25 percent compared with a 16 percent 
increase in core inflation during that same time.'” 

» The producer price index, a gauge of the costs incurred by producers to produce food products, 
increased from 2005 - 2012 by 31%, indicating that not only are consumers paying more for food, 
but those who provide food have had to unfairly absorb some of those costs to the detriment of 
their business during difficult economic times.'"' 

» According to the Congressional Research Service, the RFS will raise annual food costs by $3 billion 
by 2022.""’ 

« A study by the World Bank states, "without these policies (the RFS mandate], biofuels production 
would have been lower and food commodity prices would have been smaller.'"* 

The independent research and facts show that the RFS has an unmistakable impact causing food 
prices to increase. It is time to repeal this failed government mandate and take the RFS off the menu. 

■ Congressional Bodett Offite, The Impact of £(hanol Use on food Prices ond Greenftouse-Gos emisskms. April 2{W9, p.6 

■' Committee on economic and Environmental impacts cf Increasing Biofuels Prod«t(on. National Research Council, Renewable fue! Staridartf, 201 1, P- 153 
Committee on Economic and Environmental Impacts of increasing Biofuels Production, National Research Council, Penswable Fuel Stomiard. lOU, p. 133 
U5DA, Economic Research Service, U.S. Drought 2012: farm and food Impacts 
' Thomas Elam. The RFS. Fuel and Food Prices, nnd the Need for Reform. April 18. 2013, p. 8 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, CPt, U.S. Cify Average, Food, January 2005 lo December 2012 
”” Bureau of labor Statistics. PPI, Stage Processing, Ftnisned Consumer Foods {WPSSOP3110}, Jan 2005 -Dec 2012 
Congressional Research Service, Renewatle Fuel Startdards (RFS): Overview end Issues, March 23. 2013. p- 17 
‘Donald Mitcheif, A Note on Rising Food Prices, July 2008, p. 17 
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Federal Ethanol Policies and Chain Restaurant Food Costs 

PwC Study: Key Findings 

In November 2012, PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), one of the world's leading audit, assurance, tax 
and consulting practices, issued a study that measured the impact of the federal Renewable Fuel 
Standard (RFS) on the chain restaurant industry and Its small business franchisees. 

The following are some of the key findings that show how the RFS negatively impacts chain restaurants 
around the country. 

o The RFS mandate, which requires an ever-increasing volume of ethanol fuel from corn to be 
blended into gasoline each year, significantly increases the food input costs of chain restaurant 
operators. 

o As purchasers of a wide range of agricultural commodities, chain restaurants face higher Input 
costs for their food purchases due to the RFS mandate. 

® Corn is an input into the production of a wide variety of food products, from baked goods to 
meat production. By increasing the demand for ethanol, the RFS increases the price of other 
agricultural and food commodities. For example, corn is an important input to livestock 
producers so an increase in the price of corn will directly affect livestock prices. 

® The increased price of corn causes farmers to shift production away from other crops to corn. 
These shifts help ease the increase in corn prices, but also increase the price of other crops. 

» Producers are unable to avoid greater Input costs since the RFS causes the price of alternatives 
to corn, such as soybean meal and other grains, to also increase. 

* The RFS mandate Is estimated to Increase ethanol production by six billion gallons by 2015 - 
resulting In an estimated 27 percent increase in corn prices. 

* The 2015 the RFS mandate will increase total costs for chain restaurants by $3.2 billion - at 
quick-service restaurants, total costs increase by $2.5 billion or ten percent and at full service 
restaurants costs Increase by $691 million or nearly nine percent. 

® As a result of Che RFS mandate, individual quick-service restaurants experience an additional 
$18,190 in cost per restaurant and full service restaurants realize an additional $17,195 in cost 
per restaurant. 

® Chain restaurants would generally experience similar increases each year the RFS is in place. In 
periods of market disruption, such as a drought, the impact Is likely to be even greater. 

e The 2012 drought demonstrates that in periods of supply shocks, the RFS mandate Increases 
price volatility. 

The study clearly shows that the RFS has a significant impact causing food prices to increase for small 
business chain restaurants and American consumers. It is time to repeal this failed government 
mandate and take the RFS off the menu. 
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FROZEN FOOD 


INSTITUTE 


December 10, 2013 


The Honorabie Barbara Boxer 
Chairman 

Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee 

410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable David Vitter 
Ranking Member 

Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee 

456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 


On behalf of the American Frozen Food Institute (AFR), I am writing to express 
support for your efforts to examine the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). We 
believe the RFS is unnecessary, unworkable and must ultimately be eliminated. 

AFFI is the sole national trade association that promotes the interests of all 
segments of the frozen food industry. Our more than 500 member companies are 
responsible for approximately 90 percent of the frozen food processed annually in 
the United States. AFFTs members are located throughout the country and are 
engaged in the manufacture, processing, transportation, distribution, marketing 
and safe of products nationally and internationally. 

Most of the ethanol mandate relies on corn and the biofuel produced today relies or 
soybeans, another vital food stock. We believe food-based commodities should be 
used to fuel bodies, not vehicle engines, particularly given the tremendous impact 
this can have on the costs and prices food makers and grocery shoppers must bear, 


Corn impacts almost 75 percent of the goods found on supermarket shelves. Corn 
and soybeans are key animal feed ingredients, with feed accounting for 69 percent 
of livestock production costs. As a result, price volatility for corn and soybeans has 
a tremendously negative impact on the cost of food. 

Frozen food companies are vulnerable to rising corn and soybean prices because we 
are a major "consumer" of all these products - both single and multi-ingredient 
frozen foods depend on the price and availability of meat proteins, dairy, wheat, 
sweeteners, soybeans, corn and specialty crops. These ingredients are critical in 
preparing a diverse range of popular, affordable, nutritious, family-focused frozen 
prepared-meats. 


When the RFS causes corn prices to rise the price of other major crops rise as well. 
This includes horticultural crops important to frozen food makers such as potatoes, 
strawberries and vegetables for processing, including sweet corn and beans. 


2000 Corporate Ridge : Suite 1000 I McLeon, Virginia 32103 | 7C3.82I.O770 jp) f .703.8211350 (fl [ infD®affi.com i www.atfi.con 
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The shrinking supply of corn grown for food consumption has caused food prices to 
spike nearly 18 percent, raising food costs for a family of four between $1,344 and 
$2,658 per year, according to a study conducted by the National Council of Chain 
Restaurants. 

Rising food prices are a significant challenge for the poorest 20 percent of 
Americans who spend about one-third of their after-tax income on food. 

In 2012, despite the worst drought in 50 years, the United States diverted 40 
percent of its corn crop into fuel to satisfy the RFS— risking the rise of corn prices 
and food costs across the country. AFFI petitioned ERA to waive the mandate to 
save consumers from predicted food price spikes. Unfortunately, the agency failed 
to act and this failure demonstrates the vital need for this committee's examination 
of the operation and oversight of the program. 

Should ERA fail to enact its proposed 2014 volume requirements, the ethanol and 
cellulosic biofuel mandates will be set at aspirational levels completely divorced 
from reality, a most unwelcome development for food makers and consumers. 

As the committee examines the RFS, we urge you to thoroughly investigate the 
pressure the program is putting on the food industry because of the vast utilization 
of corn through the ethanol mandate. 

We urge you also to look at the impact the biodiesel mandate is having on soybean 
prices. If the current biodiesel mandates are not adjusted, soy oil use for biodiesel 
will likely explode by 2016, rising from 5 billion pounds in 2013 to over 29.3 billion 
pounds in 2016, This could equate to 150 percent of all current U.S. soybean 
production with demand exceeding production. 

If the RFS mandates are not significantly rolled back or repealed, we are expected 
to experience annual price increases in beef and chicken over 7 percent; In eggs 
over 11; and potatoes 13 percent, according to a National Economic Research 
Associates October 2012 study. 

Consumers should be shielded from the costs of an overly aggressive and 
unrealistic ethanol and biofuels mandate. AFFI applauds the committee for 
examining this vital issue and urges the committee to act on legislation that would 
provide the relief that food makers and consumers desperately need. 

We stand ready to continue to work with you on this important issue. 

Sincerely yours, 

Kristin Pearson Wilcox 

Vice President of Government Affairs 

American Frozen Food Institute 
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ROBERT MODEL 
Chajkmaw 


December 10, 2013 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer, Chair 

The Honorable David Vitter, Ranking Member 

United Stales Senate 

Environinent and Public Works Committee 
Senate Dirksen Building, Room 410 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer and Senator Vitter: 

The Boone and Crockett Club was founded in 1887 by Theodore Roosevelt and George Bini Cirinnell ant 
is the olde,st wildlife conservation organiMtion in Nortli America. 'I'he Club's mission is to promote the 
conservation and management of wildlife, especially big game and its habitat, to preserve and encourage 
hunting, and to iiiainlain the highest ethical standards of fair chase and sportsmanship in North America, 

As Congress considers reform of the Renewable Fuels Standard (RF'S), Club shares its concern that the 
RES mandate for corn-ctlianol i.s driving land conversion of grassland, prairies and CRP acres. The 
higher RFS mandate has coincided with an estimated loss of more than I million acres of grasslands in 
jii.5t a few years, which conlimics at an alaiming rate. 

The Boone and Crockett Club is specifically concerned that the grasslands and CRP acres being 
converted to com fields are highly erodiblc. pro.ximate to wetlands or suppoitcd walcrrowi nesting 
habitat. Tlie los.s of habitat already is causing reductions in wildlife populations, and that in turn is hurting 
the local econoitiy that depend.s on hunting. 


The Club is encouraged by the promise of '‘second generation’' advanced biofuels. ITirther, the Club i.s 
strongly supportive of private landowners' right to u.se their land as they chose. Tiie govornmeni mandate 
for ethanol, however, needs prompt refonn by Congress. 

lhank you for considering these itiiportant impacts on America’s wildlife and sporting communitv. 


Sincerely. 



Robert Model 
Chairman 
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LiPA proposes reducing biofuel mandate 


http://bigstory.ap.org/article/epa-proposes-reducirig-biofuel-mandate 



The Big Stoi f 

EPA proposes reducing biofuel mandate 


By DINA CAPPIELLQ and MARY CLARE JALONICK 
— Nov, 15, 2013 4:28 PM EST 

Home fl AP Organization » EPA proposes reducing biofuel mandate 



FILE This July 26, 2013 file photo shows a motorist filling up with gasoline containing ethanol in Des Moines. The Obama 
administration on Friday proposed to reduce the amount of ethanol in the nation's fuel supply for the first time, acknowledging 
that the biofuel law championed by both parties in 2007 is not working as well as expected.(AP Photo/Chartie Riedel, File) 

WASHINGTON (AP) — The Obama administration on Friday proposed to reduce the amount of ethanol in the nation's fuel 
supply for the first time, acknowledging that the biofuel law championed by both parlies in 2007 is not working as well as 
expected. 

While the proposal highlights the government's struggle to ramp up production of homegrown biofuels that are cleaner- 
burning than gasoline, it is unlikely to mean much for consumers at the pump. 

The change would reduce by almost 3 billion gallons the amounts of ethanol and other biofuels blended into gasoline in 2014 
than the law requires. 

The 2007 law tried to address global warming, reduce dependence on foreign oil and prop up the rural economy by requiring 
oil companies to blend billions of gallons of biofuels into their gasoline each year. But politicians who wrote the law didn't 
anticipate fuel economy to improve as much as it has in recent years, which reduced demand for gasoline. 

Meanwhile, next-generation biofuels, made from agricultural waste such as wood chips and corncobs, have not taken off as 
quickly as Congress required and the administration expected. 


1 of 6 


12/10/2013 12:15 I’M 
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CPA proposes reducing biofuel mandate 


http://bigstoiy.ap.org/articie/epa-proposes-reducing-hiofuel-mandaie 


President Barack Obama has championed biofuels since his days representing Illinois in the Senate, and his administration 
has resisted previous calls to lower biofuel volumes or repeal the taw. 

EPA officials said they were still committed to ailemative fuels as part of a comprehensive energy strategy. If the EPA stuck to 
the volumes mandated by law. the amount of biofuel required would generate more ethanol than many engines can safely 
handle, officials said. 

"We have made great progress in recent years, and EPA continues to support the RFS goai of increasing biofuel production 
and use," EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy, referring to the 2007 law Citfled the Renewable Fuel Standard, 

Biofuel supporters, however, said the proposal marked a departure for the Obama administration. 

"This is the first time that the Obama administraBon has shown any sign of wavering," said Brooke Coleman, executive 
director of the Advanced Ethanoi Council. 

Bob Dinneen, the head of the Renewable Fuels Association, the Washington group that lobbies on behalf of the ethanol 
industry, said the announcement is ill-timed as the country is currently harvesting a record com crop. He said the industry 
may sue if the proposal is not altered, 

"This is exactly the wrong time to be reducing the required volumes of renewable fuels," Dinneen said, 

The ethanol mandate created an unusual alliance between oS companies, which have seen ethanol cut into their share of the 
gasoiine market, and environmental groups that oppose planting more com for foe!. A recent AP investigation found that 
corn-based ethanol's effect on the environment is far worse than the government predicted or admits. 

The oi! industry lobbied hard for a reduction and is pleading with Congress to completely repeal the law, 

Jack Gerard, president and CEO of the American Petroleum Institute, said the EPA's move is a step in the right direction, but 
"ultimately. Congress must protect consumers by repealing this outdated and unworkable program once and for all." 

House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman Fred Upton. R-Mich., said his panel is working on "comprehensive 
reforms” to the law. 

"The status quo is no longer workable," Uptort said. 

Also in the proposal, the requirement for the amount of next-generation biofuels from nonfood plant sources, called ceilulosic 
fuels, has been reduced for the fifth time in Bve years. The original law required 1.7S billion gallons of this fuel, which offers 
huge reductions in greenhouse gases compared with oil. For 2014, refirters would be required to blend 17 million gallons. 

That's because companies have not yet been able to generate these fuels, which are far more complicated to produce than 
conventional biofuels, at high volumes. The target for next year does represent an increase from last year’s 6 million gallons, 
though, and ceilulosic fuels are the only category of biofuel to increase under the 2014 proposal. Two new ceilulosic biofuel 
refineries are expected to begin producing fuei early next year. 


Associated Press writer Jonalh^ Fahey contributed to this report from New York. 
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WASHINGTON (AP) — Q: V\fliat is the ethartol mandate? 

A: (n 2007. Congress passed a law requiring oil companies lo blend corn ethanol into (he gasoline supply, Thai requirement 
started at 9 billion gallons and has risen each year since. This year, it's about 13 billion gallons. Barack Obama, who was 
running for president against a crowded field of Democrats in the Iowa caucuses, was a champion for this law. And with oil 
prices high and imports climbirrg, President George W. Bush signed it. Politicians in both parties predicted homegrown corn 
would help reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global warming and help wean the country off foreign 
sources of oil. 

Q: Sounds straightforward. Green energy, right? 

A: Not really. From the beginning, environmentalists were skeptical of this program. Even people on Obama's environmental 
team had doubts. Ethanol comes with all kinds of environmental baggage, like the fertilizer used to grow corn and the coal 
and natural gas that fuel ethanol plants. The ethanol policy also helped send corn prices rising, which encouraged farmers to 
plant more corn, in some cases on native prairies and land set aside for conserving habitat. 

tn Des Moines, Iowa, the water utility was strained to the brink this summer as it tried to remove the nitrogen fertilizer residue 
from drinking water to keep it within safe siarrdards. Sorne of that fertifizer runs into the nation’s rivers, worsening a dead 
zone in the Cuff of Mexico that can no longer support marine life. Farmers also planted on hilly, erodibls soil, which 
encouraged erosion and the loss of topsoil. 

Q: But ethanol helps reduce global warming? 

A: That was the intent. But sometimes farmers create cropland by plowing over grassland. Grassland keeps carbon dioxide 
locked up in the soil. Plow over it. and that gas is released, ft can take decades to make up for that loss. 

Under Obama, more than 5 million acres of land that had been set aside as conservation land was transformed from grass 
field back into farmland. That's the size of Yosemite, Yellowstone and Everglades National Parks combined. At least another 
1.2 million acres of prairieland in the Great Plains have been plowed over for com. Many environmentalists and scientists 
now question whether the ethanol mandate will ever accomplish Hs primary environmental goat: reducing greenhouse gases- 
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Q: The ethanol industry disputes those numbers and says no wgln tend has been lost What gives? 

A; The government only started tracking this in 2012. The USDA concluded 38,000 acres were lost that year. And farmers In 
the Dakotas told AP reporters that they were plowing into pristine prairieiand. So It's not a question of whether it's happening. 
The question is on what scale. The government has made it impossible to determine that number precisely. So the AP used 
the only method available to estimate it; Government crop data coliected by saleliite. The AP identified tracts of land that 
were cornfields in 2012 and had been grassland in 2006. The AP then exduded land lost from the Conservation Reserve 
Program to prevent double counting. The AP vetted this methodology with art independent scientist at South Dakota State 
University who has published peer-review research on land conversion using Wie same satellite data. 

Q: This must have been factored into the equation when the government wrote this policy, right? 

A: Quite the opposite. Scientists and environmental groups warned this might happen but the government and powerful 
agriculture companies argued it wouldn't. By law. the Environmental Protedion Agency was supposed to study whether air 
and water quality have suffered because of the ethand poHcy. That never happened. 

Q: We're talking about corn. Like com you eat in the summer? 

A; Not really, Thai's sweet corn. And it actually makes up onty a small percentage of the com grown in America. Historically, 
the overwhelming majority of corn grown in America goes toward livestock feed. In the mid-to-iate 19908, about 75 percent of 
corn went to livestock. Following the ethanol mandate, more com has been planted and more of it is going to fuel According 
to the Department of Agriculture, which has been tracking this for decades, 2010 was the first year on record in which more 
corn went to fuel than to livestock feed. That was true again in 2011 and 2012. This year, about 43 percent of com went to 
fuel and 45 percent to livestock feed. 

The ethanol industry argues those figures are misleading because the distillation process leaves behind a residual byproduct 
that can be used for livestock feed. That byproduct is not measured in the official government data. But however you run the 
numbers, it's true that more corn is going toward elhancrf. 

Q: You don't hear a lot about this. 

A; Maybe because green is definitely a hot color: Green energy, green jobs, the green economy. But the truth is al! energy 
has costs associated with it. 

Everyone knows the environmental cost of oil and natural gas. But the Obama administration rarely acknowledges that Its 
green initiatives have costs, too. And the government allows green companies to do not-so-green things. For wind power, that 
means the government looks the other way as turbines kill eagles in violation of federal law, For ethanol, the government 
accepts the envtronmentaf consequences in hopes the industry will develop cleaner next-generation biofuels. 

0: So bottom line, is ethanol better for the environment than oil? 

A: It depends how you define "better." Burning ethanol releases less carbon dioxide into the atmosphere than burning 
gasoline. Thera's no big worry about ethanol spills that might pollute the ocean or kill wildlife, And some ethanol replaced 
MTBE, the toxic gasoline additive that was terriWe for wafer pollution. 

But when you factor in land conversion — and the erosion, poliufion and greenhouse gases that come with it — ■ ethanol 
doesn't look as good, independent scientists say it’s tough to make a case for ethanol as long as farmers are plowing over 
virgin prairie and conservation land. That’s why ethanol industry executives don't always factor those effects into their 
calculations when they say their product is far cleaner than oil. 
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Trying to determine the effects of one policy in an inlerconneded global economy is hard enough. Figuring out the 
environmental effects of that policy is even more complicated. So sc^Ssts usually rely on economic and environmental 
models to estimate the effects. Some studies make ethanol look terrible. Some studies make it look great 

It all depends on what the model looks like and how much land conversion you assume. Bob Dinneen, president of the 
Renewable Fuels Association, told the AP that "the sdence is most certainly not there" to model land conversion at alL 

Even some of the research being promoted by the ethanol industry isn't cut and dried. For instance, the industry points to a 
Dutch study that found that urban sprawl intemationatiy was responsible for greater grassland loss than biofuels. But that 
study, which wasn't peer-reviewed, contains this line, which the ethanol industry does not emphasize: "In the USA, biofuel 
expansion is the dominant cause of agricultural land use loss." 

Q: Then why does the government keep this going? 

A: The administration could waive the ethanol requirements and Congress could rewrite the law. That hasn't happened in part 
because of politics. Abandoning this policy would put the corn-ftiendiy Obama administration on the side of Dig Oil, which 
hates the ethanol mandate. Agriculture interests wield a lot of clout in Congress. And then there are the Iowa caucuses, 
which can obliterate the dreams of presidential hopefuls who are seen as anti-farmer. 

But the administration knows the ethanol mandate hasn't lived up to its environmental promises. Today, when officials talk 
about it. they are more likely to cast it as an economic lifeline for rural America, not as a green-energy pian. 
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In this July 20, 2013, photo, a plant that produces ethanol is next to a cornfield near Coon Rapids, Iowa. Government 
mandates to increase ethanol production have helped drive up corn prices leading to marginal land being farmed to produc' 
the crop, In 2012, 44 percent of the nation's com crop was used for fuel, about twice the rale seen In 2006, according to lh« 
Department of Agriculture. (AP Pheto/Charlio Riedel) 
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CORYDON, Iowa (AP) — The hills of southern (owa bear the scars of America's push for green energy: The brown gashes 
where rain has washed away the soil. The polluted streams that dump fertilizer into the water supply. 
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Even the cemetery that disappeared tike an apparition into a cornfield. 

!t wasn’t supposed to be this way. 

With the Iowa politiMl caucuses on the horizon in 2007. fsesidenfiaJ candidate Barack Obama made homegrown corn a 
centerpiece of his plan to slow global warming. When President George W. Bush signed a law that year requiring oil 
companies to add billions of gallons of ethanol to their gasoBne each year. Bush predicted it would make the country 
“stronger, cleaner and more secure." 

But the ethanol era has proven far more damaging to the environment than politicians promised and much worse than the 
government admits today. 

As farmers rushed to find new places to plant corn, they wiped out millions of acres of conservation land, destroyed habitat 
and contaminated water supplies, an Associated Press investigation found. 

Five million acres of land set aside for conservation — more than Yellowstone, Everglades and Yosemile National Parks 
combined — have been converted on Obama's watch. 

Landowners filled in wetlands. They plowed into pristine prairies, releasing carbon dioxide that had been locked in the soil. 

Sprayers pumped out billions of pounds of fertilizer, some of which seeped into drinking water, polluted rivers and worsened 
the huge dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico where marine life can't survive. 

The consequences are so severe that environmentalists and many scientists have now rejected corn-based ethanol as bad 
environmental policy. But the Obama administration stands by it, highlighting its benefits to the farming industry rather than 
any negative consequences. 

Al! energy comes at a cost. The environmental consequences of drilling for oil and natural gas are well documented and 
severe. But in the president's push to reduce greenhouse gases and curtail global warming, his administration has allowed 
so-called green energy to do not-so-green things 

In some cases, such as the decision to allow wind farms that sometimes kill eagles, the administrafion-accepts environmental 
costs because they pale In comparison to the havoc global warming could ultimately cause. 

In the case of ethanol, the administration believes it must encourage the development of next-generstion biofuels that wilt 
someday be cleaner and greener than today's. 

"That is what you give up if you don’t recognize that renewable fuels have some place here," EPA adminiatrator Gina 
McCarthy said. "All renewable fuels are not corn ethanol." 

But next-generation biofuels haven't been living up to expectations. And the government’s predictions on ethanol have proven 
so inaccurate that independent scientists question whether it will ever achieve its central environmental goal; reducing 
greenhouse gases. 

That makes the hidden costs even more significant. 

"They’re raping the land," said Bill Alley, a Democratic member of the board of supervisors in Wayne County. Iowa, which now 
bears tittle resemblance to the rolling cow pastures shown in postcards sold at a Corydon town pharmacy. 

The numbers behind the ethanol mandate have become so unworkable that, for the first time, the EPA is soon expected to 
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reduce the amount of ethanol required to be added to the gasoBne supply. An unusual coalition of big oil companies, 
environmental groups and food companies is pushing the government to go even further and reconsider the entire ethanol 
program. 

But the Obama administration stands by the mandate and rarely acknowledges that green energy requires any trade-offs. 

There is no question air quality, water quality is ber>efiting from this industry” Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack fold ethano! 
lobbyists recently, 

But the administration has never conducted studies to determfrie whether that's true. 

Fertilizer, for instance, can make drinking water toxic. Children are especially susceptible to nitrate poisoning, which causes 
"blue baby" syndrome and can be deadly. 

Between 2005 and 2010, corn farmers increased th«r use of nifrogen fertilizer by more than a bitiion pounds. More recent 
data isn't avaiiable from the Agriculture Department, but conservative projecHons suggest another billion-pound increase 
since then. 

in the Midwest, where corn is the dominant o’op, some are sounding alarms. 

The Oes Moines Wafer Works has faced high nitrate levels for many years in the Des Moines and Raccoon rivers, which 
supply drinking water to 500,000 people. Typically, when pollution is too high In one river, workers draw from the other. 

This year, unfortunately the nitrate levels in both rivers were so high that it created an impossibility for us." said Bill Stowe, 
the utility's general manager. 

For three months this summer, huge purifiers churned around the clock to meet demand for safe, clean water. 

Obama's support for ethanol dates to his time as a senator form Illinois, the nation's second-largest corn producer. 

"If we're going to get serious about investing in our energy future, we must give our family farmers and local ethanol 
producers a fair shot at success." Obama said in 2007. 

From the beginning of bis presidential administration, however, Obama's envirorrmentai team saw corn ethanol as a dubious 
policy, Corn demands fertilizer, which is made using natural gas. Whafs worse, ethanol factories typically bum coal or gas, 
both of which release carbon dioxide. 

Then there's the land conversion, the most controversial and difficult-to-predict outcome. 

Digging up grassland releases greenhouse gases, so environmentalists are skeptical of anything that encourages planting 
more corn. 

"I don't remember anybody having great passion for this," said Bob Sussman, who served on Obama's transition team and 
recently retired as the Environmental Protection Agency's senior policy counsel. 'I don't have a iot of personal enthusiasm for 
the program." 

There was plenty enthusiasm at the While House and at the Department of Agriculture, where officials argued to the EPA that 
ethanol was cleaner than it thought. The EPA ultimately agreed. 

The policy hinged on assumptions that corn prices would not go too high and farms would get more efficient. That way. there 
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wouldn't be much incentive to plow untouched areas and desfroy conservation land. 

But corn prices climbed to more than $7 a bushel, about fence the administration's long-term prediction. Suddenly, setting 
aside land for conservation was bad economics for many farmers. 

"I'm coming to the point where financially, H's not feasble.* said Leroy Perkins, a farmer in Wayne County who set aside 91 
acres years ago and let it grow into high grass. 

Losing millions of conservation acres was bad. Plowing over untouched prairies was worse. 

Using satellite data — the best tool available — The Assodated Press identified at least 1 .2 million acres of virgin land in 
Nebraska and the Dakotas that have been cor^verted to corn and soybean fields since 2D06. 

"The last five years, we've become financially solvent." said Robert Malsam, a farmer in Edmunds County, S.D., who like 
others in the Dakotas has plowed wild grassland to expand his com crop. 

The government could change the mandate or demand more safeguards. But that would pick a fight with agricultural 
lobbyists and would put the administration on the side of oil companies, which despise the ethanol regutremant. 

Bob Dinneen, president of the Renewable Fuels Association, the ethanol lobbying group, said there's no reason to change 
anything. Ethanol is still cleaner than oil, he said. 

These days, when administration officials discuss ethanol, they often frame it as an economic program for rural America, not 
an environmental policy. 

When Obama gave a major speech in June on reducing greenhouse gas. biofuels received only a passing reference. 

Wth the government's predictions so far off from reality, scientists say it’s hard to argue for ethanol as gtobai warming policy. 

"I'd have to think really hard to come up with a scenario where it's a net positive," said Silvia Secchi, a Southern Illinois 
University agriculture economist. 

She paused, then added: "I'm stumped," 


Associated Press writers Jack Gillum in Washington and Chet Brokaw in Roscoe, S.D.. contributed to this report, 

DON'T MISS 


• Pot farm pollution; Too dangerous to deal with? 

> Millions spent on water-storage plan that leaks 

• Corn rises as farmers leave more land unplanted 

> 3 Ways Guys Can Drop 20lbs Quickly aU 

’ 15 NFL Cheerleaders Who Should Put on More Clothes Ad 

‘ 7 Healthy Foods that Turned Out to Be Unhealthy Ad 

ZemantB 


4 of7 


!2/!0/20i:? 12:12 PM 



45 


The secret environmental cost of US ethanol policy 


http;//bigslory .ap.org/anicle/secret-dirly-cost-obamas-green-povvcr-piisb-i 



‘file Sig Stofff 

The secret environmental cost of US ethanol 
policy 

By DINA CAPPiELLO and MATT APUZZO 
— Nov. 12,20134:59 PMEST 

Home » United States government » The secret environmerttal cost of US ethanol policy 



in this July 20, 2013, photo, a plant that produces ethanol is next to a comreld near Coon Rapids, Iowa. Government 
mandates to increase ethano! production have helped drive up corn prices leading to marginal land being farmed to produc 
the crop, in 2012, 44 percent of the nation's com crop was used for fuel, about twice the rate seen In 2006, according to the 
Department of Agriculture. (AP Photo/Charlie Riedel) 
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Even the cemetery that disappeared like an apparition into a comfidd. 
it wasn't supposed to be this way. 

With the !owa political caucuses on the horizon in 2007, presidenBal candidate Barack Obama made homegrown corn a 
centerpiece of his plan to slow global warming. And when President George W. Bush signed a law that year requiring oil 
companies to add biifions of gallons of ethanol to their gasoBne each year, Bush predicted it would make the country 
"stronger, cleaner and more secure." 

But the ethanol era has proven far more damaging to the envirortment than politicians promised and much worse than the 
government admits today. 

As farmers rushed to find new places to plant corn, they vnped out millions of acres of conservation land, destroyed habitat 
and polluted water supplies, an Associated Press investigation found. 

Five million acres of land set aside for conservation — more than Yellowstone, Everglades and Yosemite National Parks 
combined — have vanished on Obama’s watch. 

Landowners filled in wetlands. They plowed into pristine (xairies, releasing carbon dioxide that had been locked in the soil. 

Sprayers pumped out billions of pounds of fertilizer, some of which seeped into drinking water, contaminated rivers and 
worsened the huge dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico where marine life can't survive. 

The consequences are so severe that environmentalists and many scientists have now rejected corn-based ethanoi as bad 
environmental policy. But the Obama admirristration stands by it. highlighting its benefits to the farming industry rather than 
any negative impact. 

Farmers planted 15 mitlion more acres of corn last year than before the ethanol boom, and the effects are visible in places 
like south central Iowa. 

The hilly, once-grassy landscape is made up of fragile soil that, unlike the earth in the rest of Ihe state, is poorly suited for 
corn. Neverlhelesa, it has yielded to America’s demand for it. 

"They're raping the land," said Bill Alley, a rr, ember of the board of supervisors in Wayne Counly, which rtpw bears little 
resemblance to the rolling cow pastures shown in postcards sold at a Corydon pharmacy 

All energy comes at a cost. The environmental consequences of drilling for oil and natural gas are well documented and 
severe, But in the president's push to reduce greenhouse gases and curtail global warming, his administration has allowed 
so-called green energy to do not-so-green things. 

in some cases, such as its det^sion to allow wind farms to kill eagles, the administration accepts environmental costs 
because they pale in comparison to the havoc it believes global warming could ultimately cause. 

Ethanoi is different. 

The government's predictions of the benefits have proven so inaccurate that independent scientists question whether it will 
ever achieve its central environmental goaf: reducing greenhouse gases. That makes the hidden costs even more significant. 

'•This is an ecological disaster," said Craig Cox with the Environmental Working Group, a natural ally of (he president that, like 
others, now finds itself at odds with the White House. 
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But it's a cost the administration is willing to accept. It befieves supporting corn ethanol is the best way to encourage the 
development of biofuels that will someday be cleaner and greener than today's. Pulling the plug on com ethanol, officials fear, 
might mean killing any hope of these next-generaUon fuels. 

"That is what you give up if you don't recognize that renewable fuels have some place here," GPA administrator Gina 
McCarthy said in a recent interview with AP, “All renewaWe fu^s are n<rt com ethanol." 

Stili, corn supplies the overwhelming majority of ethanol in the United Slates, and the administration is loath to discuss the 
environmental consequences. 

"it just caught us completely off guard,” said Doug Davenport, a Department of Agriculture official who encourages southern 
Iowa fanners to use conservation practices on their land. Despite those efforts, Davenport said he ivas surprised at how 
much fragile, erodible (and was turned into com fields. 

Shortly after Davenport spoke to The Associated Press, he got an email ordering him to stop talking. 

"We Just want to have a consistent message on the topic," an Agrioulture Department spokesman in Iowa said. 

That consistent message was laid out by Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack, who spoke to ethanol lobbyists on Capitol Hill 
recently and said ethanoi was good for bu»ness. 

"We are committed to this industry because we understand its benefits," he said. "We understand it's about farm income, it's 
about stabilizing and maintaining farm income which is at record levels." 

The numbers behind the ethanol mandate have become so unworkable that, for the first time, the EPA is soon expected to 
reduce the amount of ethanol required to be added to the gasoline supply. An unusual coalition of big oil companies, 
environmental groups and food companies is pushing the government to go even further and reconsider the entire ethanol 
program. 

The ethanol industry is fighting hard against that effort. Industry spokesman Brooke Coleman dismissed this story as 
"propaganda on a page." An industry btog in Minnesota said the AP had succumbed "lo Big Oil's deep pockets and powerful 
influence." 

To understand how America got to an environmental policy with such harmful environmental consequences, it’s helpful to 
start in a field in Iowa. 


Leroy Perkins, a white-haired, 66-year-oid farmer in denim overalls, stands surrounded by waist-high grass and clover. He 
owns 91 acres like this, ali hilly and erodible, that he set aside for conservation years ago. 

Soon, he will have a decision to make: keep the land as it is or, like many of his neighbors, plow it dowri and plant corn or 
soybeans, the major sources of biofuel in the United States. 

"I'd like to keep it in," he said. "This is what southern Iowa's for: raising grass." 

For decades, the government's Conservation Reserve Program has paid farmers to stop farming environmentally sensitive 
land. Grassy fields naturally convert carbon dioxide into oxygen, which helps combat global warming. Pius, their deep root 
systems prevent topsoil from washing away. 
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For Perltins and his farmer neighbors in Wayne County, keeping farmland in conseufalion wasn’t just good stewardship, it 
made financial sense, 

A decade ago, vv^hington paid them about $70 an acre each year to leave their farmland idle. With corn selling for about $2 
per bushel (56 pounds) back then, farming the hilly, inferior soil was bad business. 

Many opted into the conservation program. Others Kept their gras^ands for cow pastures. 

Lately, though, the math has changed. 

"I'm coming to the point where financially, it's not feasible." Peildns said. 

The change began in 2007, when Congress passed a law requbing oil companies to blend billions of gallons of ethanol into 
gasoiine. 

Oil prices were high. Oil imports were rising qutckiy. The legislation had the strong backing of the presidential candidate who 
was the junior senator from neighboring Illinois, the naiion's second-largest corn producer. 

"if we're going to get serious about investing in our energy future, we must give our family farmers and local ethanol 
producers a fair shot at success," Obama said then. 

The Democratic primary field was crowded, and if he didn’t win the Iowa caucuses the road to the nomination would be 
difficult. His strong support for ethanol set him apart. 

"Any time we could talk about support for ethanol, we did," said Mitch Stewart, the battleground states director for Obama's 
2009 campaign. "It's how we would lead a Ic^ of discussions." 

President Bush signed the bill that December. 

it would fall on the next president to figure out how to make it work. 


President Obama's team at the EPA was sour on the ethanol mandate from (he start. 

As a way to reduce global warming, they knew corn elhanol was a dubious proposition. Corn demands fertilker, which is 
made using natural gas. What’s worse, ethanol faciories typically burn coal or gas. both of which release carbon dioxide. 

Then there was the land conversion, the most controversial and difficult-to-predict outcome. 

Digging up grassland releases greenhouse gases, so environmentalists are skeptical of any program that encourages 
planting more corn. 

"i don't remember anybody having great passion for INs." said Bob Sussman, who served on Obama's transition team and 
recently retired as EPA’s senior policy counsel. ”! don't have a lot of personal enthusiasm for the program." 

At the While House and the Department of Agriculture, though, there was twenty of enthusiasm. 

One of Obama's senior advisers. Pete Rouse, had worked on elhanol issues as relief of staff to Sen, Tom Daschle of South 
Dakota, a major ethanol booster and now chair of the DuPont Advisory Committee on Agricuiture Innovation and Productivity, 
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Another Obama adviser at the time, Heather Zichal, grew up in northeast Iowa — as a child, she was crowned "sweet corn 
princess" — and was one of the Obama campaign's leading voices on ethanol in her home state. 

The administration had no greater corn ethariol advocate than \filsack, the former Iowa governor, 

"Tom understands that the solution to our energy crisis virill be found not in oil fields abroad but in our farm fields here at 
home.” Obama said in 2008, "That is the kind of leader I wan! in my Cabinet." 


Writing the regulations to implement the ethanol mandate was among the administration's first major environmental 
undertakings. Industry and environmental groups watched closely. 

The ERA’S experts determined that the mandate would increase demand for com and encourage farmers to plow more land. 
Considering those factors, they said, corn ethanol was only slightly better than gasoline when it came to carbon dioxide 
emissions. 

Sixteen percent better, to be exact. And not in the short term. Only by 2022. 

By law. though, biofuels were supposed to be at least 20 percent greener than gasoline. 

From a legal standpoint, the results didn't matter. Congress exempted existing coal- and gas-burning ethanol plants from 
meeting this standard, 

But as a policy and public relations issue, it was a real problem. The biofuel-friendly Obama administration was undermining 
the industry's major selling point; that it was much greener than gasoline. 

So the ethanol industry was livid. Lobbyists flooded the ERA with criticism, challenging the government's methods and 
conclusions. 

The ERA'S conclusion was based on a model. Plug in some assumed figures — the price of com, the number of acres 
planted, how much com would grow per acre — and the model would spit out a number. 

To get past 20 percent, the ERA needed to change its assumptions. 

The most important of those assumptions was called the yield, a measure of how much corn could be produced on an acre of 
land. The higher the yield, the easier it would be for farmers to meet the growing demand without plowing new farmland, 
which counted against ethanol in the greenhouse gas equation. 

Corn yields have inched steadily upward over the years as farms have become more efficient. The government’s first ethanol 
mode! assumed that trend would continue, rising from 150 bushels per acre to about 180 by the year 2022. 

Agriculture companies like Monsanto Co. and DuPont Pioneer, which stood to make millions off an ethanol boom, told the 
government those numbers were too low. 

They predicted that genetically modified seeds — which they produce — would send yields skyrocketing. With higher yields, 
farmers could produce more com on less land, reducing the environmental effects. 

Documents show the White House budget office also suggested the ERA raise Its yield assumptions. 
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When the final rule came out, the EPA and Agriculture ofliciaJs added a new “high yield case scenario" that assumed 230 
bushels per acre. 

The flaw in those assumptions, independent scientists knew, was that a big increase in corn prices would encourage people 
to farm in less hospitable areas like Wayne County, which could never produce such large yields. 

But the ERA'S model assumed only a tiny increase in corn prices. 

"You adjust a few numbers to get it where you want it. and then you call it good." said Adam Liska, assistant professor of 
biological systems engineering at the University of Nebraska. He supports ethanol, even with its environmental trade-offs. 

When the Obama administration finalized its first major green-^ergy policy, com ethanol barely crossed the key threshold. 
The final score: 21 percent. 

"If you corrected any of a number of things, it would be on the other side of 20 percent," said Richard Plevin of the 
Transportation Sustainability Research Center at the University of Calitofnia, Berkeley. "Is il a coincider^ce this is what 
happened? It certainly makes me wonder." 

I! didn't take long for reality to prove the Obama administration's predictions wrong. 

The regulations took effect in July 2010. The following month, corn prices already had surpassed the EPA's long-term 
estimate of 33.22 a bushel. That September, corn passed $4. on Its way to about $7, where it has been most of this year. 

Yields, meanwhile, have held fairly steady 

But the ethanol boom was undenway. 


It’s impossible to precisely calculate how much ethanol is responsible for the spike in corn prices and how much those prices 
led to the land changes in the Midwest. 

Supporters of corn ethanol say extreme weathor — dry one year, very wet the next — hurt farmers and raised prices. 

But diminishing supply wasn't the only factor. More corn than ever was being distilled into ethanol. 

Historically, the overwhelmingly majofiiy of corn in the United States has been turned into livestock feed. But in 2010, for the 
first time, fuel was the No. 1 use for corn in America. That was true in 2011 and 2012. Newly released Department of 
Agriculture data show that, this year, 43 percent of com went to fuel and 45 percent went to livestock feed. 

The more corn that goes to ethanol, the more that needs to be planted to meet other demands. 

Scientists predicted that a major ethanol push would raise prices and. in turn, encourage farmers like Leroy Perkins to plow 
into conservation land. But the government insisted otherwise. 

In 2008, the journal Science published a study wHh a dire conclusion; Plowing over conservation land releases so much 
greenhouse gas that it takes 48 years before new plants can break even and start reducing carbon dioxide. 

For an ethanol policy to work, the study said, farmers could not plow into conservation land. 
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The EPA, in a report lo Congress on the environmental effects of ethanol, said it was "uncertain'" whether farmers would plant 
on farmland that had been set aside for conservation. 

The Department of Energy was more certain. Most conservation land, the government said in its response to the study, "is 
unsuitable for use for annual row crop production." 

America could meet Its ethanol demand without losing a single acre of conservation land, Energy ofRclals said. 

They would soon be proven wrong. 

Before the government ethanol mandate, the Conservation Reserve Program grew every year for nearly a decade. Almost 
overnight, farmers began leaving the program, which stmuftaneously fell victim to budget cuts that reduced the amount of 
farmland that could be set aside for conservation. 

In the first year after the ethanol mandate, more than 2 million acres disappeared. 

Since Obama took office. 5 million more aaes have vanished. 

Agriculture officials acknowledge that conservation land has been lost, but they say the trend is reversing. When the 201 3 
data comes out, they say it will show that as corrt fmeas stabilized, ^rmers once again began setting aside land for 
conservation. 


Losing conservation land was bad. But something even worse was happening. 

Farmers broke ground on virgin land, the untouched terrain that represents, from an environmental standpoint, the country's 
most important asset. 

The farm industry assured the government that wouldn’t happef>. And it would have been an easy thing for Washington to 
check. 

But rather than insisting that farmers report whenever they plow into virgin land, the government decided on a much murkier 
oversight method: Washington instead monitors the total number of acres of cropland nationwide. Local trends wash away 
when viewed at such a distance 

"They could not have designed a better approach to not detect land conversion," said Ben Larson, an agricultural expert for 
the National Wildlife Federation. 

Look closely at the corn boom in the northerr^ Great Plains, however, and it's clear. Farmers are convening untouched prairie 
into farmland. 

The Department of Agricufiure began keeiang figures on virgin land only in 2012 and determined that about 38,000 acres 
vanished that year. 

But using government satellite data — the best tool available — the AP identified a conservative estimate of 1,2 million acres 
of virgin land in Nebraska and the Dakotas alone that have been converted to fields of com and soybeans since 2006, the 
last year before the ethanol mandate was passed. 

"The last five years, we've become financially solvent." said Robert Malsam, a farmer in Edmunds County, S.O., who like 
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others in the centra! and eastern Dakotas has pkwed into wild grassland to expand his corn crop. 

The price of corn is reshaping the land across the Midwest, in Wayne County, iowa, for example, only the dead can stop the 
corn. 

A gravel road once cut through a grassy field leading to a hilltop cemetery. But about two years ago, the landowners plowed 
over the road. Now, visiting gravesites means walking a nanow path through the corn. 

People have complained. It's too narrow for a hearse, loo rutted fw a wheelchair, too steep for the elderly. But it's legal, said 
Bill Alley from the board of supervisors. 

'This is whal the price of corn does," he said ‘This is what happens, right here." 


When Congress passed the ethanol mandate, if required the EPA to thoroughly study the effects on wafer and air pollution. In 
his recent speech to ethanol lobbyists, Viisack was uneqiavocaf about those effects: 

"There is no question air quality, water quality is benefiting from this industry," he said. 

But the administration never actually conducted the required air and water studies to determine whether that's true. 

In an inten/iew with the AP after his speech, Vilsack said he didn't mean that ethanol production was good for the air and 
water. He simply meant that gasoline mixed with ethanol is cleaner than gasoline alone. 

In the Midwest, meanwhile, scientists and conservationists are sounding alarms. 

Nitrogen fertilizer, when it seeps into the water, is toxic. Children are especially susceptible to nitrate poisoning, which causes 
"blue baby" syndrome and can be deadly. 

Between 2005 and 2010, corn farmers increased their use of nitrogen fertilizer by more than one billion pounds. More recent 
data isn't available from the Agriculture Department, but because of the huge increase in com planting, even conservative 
projections by the AP suggest another biilton-pound fertilizer increase on corn farms since then- 

Department of Agriculture officials note that the amount of fertilizer used for all crops has remained steady for a decade, 
suggesting the ethanol mandate hasn't caused a fertilizer boom across the board. 

But in the Midwest, corn Is the dominant crop, and officials say the irtcrease in fertilizer use — driven by the increase in corn 
planting — is having an effect. 

The Des Moines Water Works, for instance, has faced high nitrate levels for many years in the Des Moines and Raccoon 
Rivers, which supply drinking water to 500,000 people. Typically, when pollution is too high in one river, workers draw from 
the other, 

“This year, unfortunately the nitrate levels in both rivers were so high that it created an impossibility for us," said Bill Stowe, 
the water service’s general manager. 

For three months this summer, workers kept huge mainlines running around the clock to clean the water. Officials asked 
customers to use less water so the utility had a chance to keep up. 
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Pari of the problem was that last year’s dry weather meant ferlifeer sat atop the soil, This spring's rains flushed that nitrogen 
into the water along with the remnants of the fertilizer from the most recent crop. 

At the same time the ethanol mandate has encouraged farmers to plant more corn. Stowe said, the government hasn't done 
enough to limit fertilizer use or regulate the Industrial drainage systems that flush nitrates and water into rivers and streams, 

Wth the Water Works on the brink of capacity. Stowe said he's considering suing the government to demand a solution. 

in neighboring Minnesota, a government report this year found that significantly reducing the high levels of nitrates from the 
state's water would require huge changes in farming ^actices at a cost of roughly St billion a year. 

"We're doing more to address water quality, but we are being overwhelmed by the increase in production pressure to plant 
more crops," said Steve Morse, executive director of the Mtonesota Environmental Partnership. 

The nitrates travel down rivers and into the Gulf of Mexico, where they boost the growth of enormous algae fields. When the 
algae die, the decomposition consumes oxygen, leaving behind a zone where aquatic life cannot survive. 

This year, the dead zone covered 5,800 square miles of sea Boor, about the size of Connecticut. 

Larry McKinney, the executive director of the Harte Institute at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, says the ethanol 
mandate worsened the dead zone. 

"On the one hand, the government is mandafing ethanol use." he said, "and it is unfortunately coming at the expense of the 
Gulf of Mexico." 

The dead zone is one example among many of a peculiar ethanol side effect: As one government program encourages 
farmers to plant more corn, other programs pay millions to dean up the mess. 


Obama administration officials know the ethanol mandate hasn't lived up to its billing. 

The next-generation biofuels that were supposed to wean the country off corn haven't yet materialized. Every year, the EPA 
predicts millions of gallons of clean fuel will be made from agricultural waste. Every year, the government is wrong, 

Every day without those cleaner-burning fuels, the ethanol industry slays reliant on corn and the environmental effects mount. 

The EPA could revisit its model and see whether ethanol is actually as good tor the environment os officials predicted. But the 
agency says it doesn't have the money or the manpower. 

Even under the government's optimistic projections, the ethanol mandate wasn't going to reduce greenhouse gas right away. 
And with the model so far off from reality, independent scientists say it’s hard to make an argument for ethanol as a global 
warming policy, 

'Td have to think realty hard to come up with a scenario where it's a net positive," said Silvia Secchi, a Southern Illinois 
University agriculture economist. 

She paused a few moments, then added. Tm stumped." 

In June, when Obama gave a major policy speech on reducing greenhouse gas, he didn't mention ethanol. Biofuels in 
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general received a brief, passing reference. 

What was once billed as an environmental boon has morphed into a government program to help rural America survive. 

"1 don’t know whether 1 can make the environmental argument, or the economic argument," Vilsack said in an interview with 
the AP. "To me, it's an opportunity argumenl." 

Congress and the administration could change the ethane^ mandate, tweak its goals or demand more safeguards. Going to 
Congress and rewriting the law would mean picking a fight with agricultural lobbyists, a fight that would put the administration 
on the side of big oil companies, which despise the ethanol requirement. 

So the ethanol policy auises on autopilot. 

Bob Dinneen, president of the Renewable Fuels Association, the ethanol lobbying group, said there's no reason to change 
the standards. Ethanol still looks good compared to the dl industry, which increasingly relies on environmentally risky tactics 
like hydraulic fracturing or puHs from carbon-heavy tar sands. 

Leroy Perkins, the farmer agonizing about what to do with his 91 acres, says he likes ethanol as a product and an industry. 
Gut he knows it fuels the corn prices that are transforming his county. 

"If they do change the fuel standard, you'll see the price of corn come down overnight," he said. "I like to see a good price for 
corn. But when if$ loo high, it hurts everybody." 

Investors from as far away as Maryland and Pennsylvania have bought thousands of acres in Wayne County, sending prices 
skyrocketing from S350 per acre a decade ago to $5,000 today. 

One in every four acres of in the county is now owned by an out-of-towner. 

Those who still own land often rent it to farming companies offering $300 or more per acre, Perkins could make perhaps 
$27,000 a year if he let somebody plant corn on his land. Thai's nothing to dismiss in a county where typical household 
inconto is $36,000. 

But he knows what that means. He sees the black streaks in his neighbor's cornfields, knowing the topsoil washes away with 
every rain, He doesn't want that for his family’s land. 

“You have to decide, do you want to bo the one to..." 

He doesn't finish his sentence. 

"We all have to look at our pocketbooks.** 


Associated Press writers Jack Gillum in Washington and Chet Drokaw in Roscoe, S.D., contributed to this report, 
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Senator Vitter. OK. Further highlighting my point is the ab- 
sence of the Energy Information Administration. We asked that the 
EIA be invited to testify but, unfortunately, that request was de- 
nied. So, in an effort to conduct meaningful oversight, we sent a 
letter to EIA this morning asking for their input and certainly will 
receive that and make that part of the overall record. 

Senator Boxer. Yes. 

[The referenced information was not received at time of print.] 

Senator Vitter. The folks who wrote the RFS had laudable goals 
in mind at the time. But I believe it is really time to admit that 
the RFS is fundamentally flawed and limps along year after year, 
mostly benefiting a small sector of our economy committed to Gov- 
ernment mandates while also causing real damage and dislocation 
to others, including the American consumer. 

A few facts. The USDA has said that the mandate played a part 
in driving up U.S. food prices 3 to 4 percent last year. The World 
Bank says that corn-based ethanol in the U.S. is driving up grain 
prices by up to 8 percent worldwide. The program consumes about 
40 percent of the corn we grow so, clearly, that drives higher food 
prices. Even the EU figured this out. In September, they limited 
the amount of fuel that can be developed from food-based crops to 
6 percent. 

Automakers have announced that fueling your car with higher 
than 10 percent ethanol blends will void warranties. The American 
Automobile Association warns consumers not to fill up their cars 
with E15. So, this program is really dangerous for folks who drive 
as well. Just a quick picture says that better than I can. It is now 
a real marketing push to advertise gasoline with no ethanol. 

Certainly the program was intended to enhance energy security. 
Certainly we all agree with that goal. But it actually turns out that 
its structure sometimes means that, for instance, domestic corn 
ethanol made here in the U.S. is actually traded for imported Bra- 
zilian sugarcane ethanol. 

Each year since enactment the lack of production of advanced 
biofuels in meaningful volumes has forced EPA to reduce the cel- 
lulosic volume requirement. Still, EPA, I think, exaggerates pro- 
duction, leaving refiners to either purchase more of a product that 
does not exist or pay a fine. And that is bad for consumers. 

Earlier this year. Congress, including myself, asked EPA to use 
their flexibility under the statute to waive the required amounts of 
biofuels to be blended into our gasoline. They have taken some ac- 
tion, but I am very concerned that is a temporary Band-Aid and 
we really need some more wholesale look at this law. 

So, I look forward to doing that, to that more holistic approach. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Vitter follows:] 

Statement of Hon. David Vitter, 

U.S. Senator from the State of Louisiana 

Thank you, Chairman Boxer and Chairman Carper for convening today’s hearing. 
I would also like to thank our witnesses for being here as well. With this limited 
opportunity for review of the program I’d like to commend you for being selected 
to testify. 

Not present today are other stakeholders, like poultry producers, food products 
manufacturers, boat owners, motorcycle enthusiasts, small engine manufacturers, 
biodiesel producers, gas station owners, conservation groups, and even bakers. Many 
of these groups have sent letters that I ask be included in the record. 
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Further highlighting my point is the absence of the Energy Information Adminis- 
tration (EIA). We asked that the EIA be invited to testify and our request was de- 
nied. In an effort to conduct meaningful oversight we sent a letter to EIA this morn- 
ing asking for their input. 

The people who wrote the RFS had laudable goals in mind at the time, but it’s 
time to admit that the RFS is a fundamentally flawed program that limps along 
year after year benefiting a small sector of our economy committed to government 
mandates, while simultaneously wreaking havoc on those required to participate — 
particularly the American consumer. 

The USDA has said that the mandate played a part in driving up U.S. food prices 
3 to 4 percent last year. The World Bank says that corn-based ethanol in the United 
States is driving up grain prices by as much as 8 percent worldwide. 

So this program, which consumes approximately 40 percent of the corn we grow, 
leads directly to higher food prices. Even the EU figured this out — in September 
they limited the amount of fuel that can be developed from food-based crops to 6 
percent. 

Automakers have announced that fueling your car with higher than 10 percent 
ethanol blends will void warranties. The American Automobile Association warns 
consumers not to fill up their cars with E15. So this program is a bad deal for peo- 
ple who drive in the United States as well. 

While the program was intended to enhance our domestic energy security, it turns 
out its structure sometimes means that domestic corn ethanol made here in the U.S. 
is traded for imported Brazilian sugarcane ethanol. 

Each year since enactment, the lack of production of advanced biofuels in any 
meanin^ul volumes has forced EPA to reduce the cellulosic volume requirements. 
Still EPA exaggerates production, leaving refiners to either purchase more of a 
product that doesn’t exist or pay a fine: That doesn’t make sense. 

Earlier this year, some in Congress, including myself, asked EPA to use their con- 
siderable flexibility under the statute to waive the required amounts of biofuels to 
be blended into our gasoline and diesel, thus avoiding the ethanol blend wall. Pre- 
dictions made in 2007 of increasing fuel demand turned out to be just the opposite: 
demand is actually decreasing. 

With the proposed 2014 Renewable Volume Obligations, EPA admitted the pro- 
gram is irretrievably broken, recognized the blend wall, and illustrated the RFS 
needs to be legislatively restructured from top to bottom. 

In an honest attempt to help the drivers, low-income families, and consumers who 
suffer when corn prices are high, some propose changing the law to strike the re- 
quirement to blend corn-based ethanol into the gasoline supply. 

That is commendable, but it is a half-answer. The RFS includes four different 
mandates. Eliminating, limiting, or reducing only one will solve one problem, while 
potentially exacerbating or creating a host of others. 

Taking a holistic approach at reviewing and restructuring the program is a bipar- 
tisan, multi-region approach Senator Cardin and I have discussed and continue to 
develop, fully expecting to craft a long-term policy solution to this outdated and in- 
creasingly burdensome mandate. We are building support along the way in discus- 
sions with Democrats and Republicans. We expect to accomplish this task very 
soon — early in the new year. 

So the RFS program is a disaster for everyone affected by the program, including 
those trying to put food on the table. We need to address all components of the pro- 
gram. Failing to thoroughly reform the RFS could further lead to the unintended 
consequences that so often accompany a program mandated by politicians, imple- 
mented by bureaucrats, and foisted on consumers. 

Again, I would like to thank Chairman Boxer for this hearing, and I look forward 
to hearing from all of our witnesses. 

Senator Boxer. Senators, we are going to put your full state- 
ments in the record. We are speaking each 3 minutes. We must end 
this at 11 a.m. So I am going to, after we speak and the first panel, 
at 10:15 we will move to the second panel. 

I wanted to just say, to clear the record up, that three of the next 
six panelists were, in fact, supported by the Republicans, the mi- 
nority, which is what we always do. So, your witnesses will be 
heard. We cannot hear from 25 witnesses, but you did choose three 
witnesses. 

We are going to go to Senator Cardin. 
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Senator Cardin. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

I am a strong supporter of the Renewable Fuel Standards. It is 
important for energy security, for our environmental concerns. I am 
a strong supporter of the Clean Air Act and it is important for our 
economy. 

But I have serious concerns about our current program. I know 
that Senator Vitter has already put into the record some of the 
statements from other interests. The National Chicken Counsel 
and the American Bakery Association have concerns because of 
corn-based ethanol and its disruption to the cost of corn. 

As Senator Vitter pointed out, 40 percent of the domestic produc- 
tion of corn goes to fuel, and the poultry industry is very dependent 
upon the corn stock for the cost of the production of poultry in this 
country. Seventy percent is based in corn. The ethanol guaranteed 
market is there, but there is no guaranteed market for poultry. 
Poultry has to compete with other foods such as meat and pork, as 
well as on a global basis. 

I also will bring out concerns that we have under the current pol- 
icy with the National Marine Manufacturing Association. I would 
like to introduce a copy of their statement as it relates to E15 and 
safety issues. 

There is a better way to structure the RFS program. It needs to 
be better balanced, for energy security, food security and motor 
safety. There are more efficient renewable energy sources in the 
advanced biofuels and that is where we should be focusing our at- 
tention. 

I join with Senator Vitter in concern in the way the EPA exer- 
cised its waiver authority on the blend wall issue. It also included 
the advanced biofuels in reducing volume which I thought made no 
sense whatsoever since the blend wall problem is concerning corn 
ethanol. 

I have been trying and working for change under the current 
law. At the 112th Congress, I introduced legislation that would 
make the volume cap sensitive to the market conditions of corn. 
This year, I am working with Senator Vitter to look for a practical 
way that we can preserve the Renewable Euel Standard Program, 
more aggressive reductions on the volume mandates for corn-based 
ethanol, continued incentives for advanced biofuels in addressing 
the motor safety issues. 

Madam Chairman, our goal is to mitigate the concerns of fuel 
safety for all consumers and restore market fairness for traditional 
corn users and assure steady growth and opportunity for truly ad- 
vanced biofuels from feedstock that do not compromise our food se- 
curity. 

[The referenced statement follows:] 
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Chairwoman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter and Members of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee: 

The National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) appreciates the opportunity to submit 
comments to the Environment and Public Works committee regarding the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (RFS) and the effects of high ethanol fuels on marine engines and equipment. 

By way of background, NMMA is the nation’s leading recreational marine industry association. 
Our 1400 members collectively produce over 80 percent of the recreational marine products sold 
in North America. NMMA represents boat, engine, and accessory parts manufacturers. 
Recreational boating is a significant driver of the US economy. With 12 million registered boats, 
recreational boating has a $121 billion economic impact, including direct and indirect spending. 
Recreational boating is a particularly US based manufacturing industry, directly employing 
almost 340,000 jobs, 

NMMA and the marine industry is not opposed to all ethanol fuel blends. We feel however that 
the RFS is a deeply flawed legislative mandate which is leading this country in a direction that 
will significantly harm not only marine engines, but other non-road engines and automobiles, 
and in turn the consumers of these products. 

To truly understand the flaws of the RFS, it is important to look at how this legislation came 
about and the unrealistic mandates it imposes. The Clean Air Act amendments of 1 990 sought to 
increase automobile efficiency by adding oxygen to gasoline. This was initially done by adding 
MTBE to gasoline. Unfortunately, once MTBE started appearing in the water supply, a 
replacement for the oxygen content was needed, and ethanol was introduced as a fuel additive. 
The desire for the US to shift its dependency from foreign energy sources, lead to efforts by 
Congress to enact the Renewable Fuel Standard in 2005 and greatly expand its directives again 
in 2007. The RFS includes subsidies for ethanol producers, relief from environmental laws (RVP 
waiver) and a guaranteed market for ethanol led to the over expansion of this industry. The most 
significant driver of the RFS is the requirement of the 36 billion gallons of renewable fuel to be 
blended into the transportation fuel supply by 2022. 

To achieve the 36 billion gallon renewable fuel requirement, the EPA initially pushed for the 
proliferation of flex fuel vehicles and the use of E85 fuel. Unfortunately, the consumer demand 
for flex fuel vehicles and ESS fuel has not been significant enough towards achieving the RFS' 
mandate. Flence, EPA has recently shifted to allowing more ethanol in the pipeline by raising the 
blend wall requirements. In 2010, EPA granted a partial waiver, allowing fuel blended with 15 
percent ethanol by volume to be used in certain vehicles. The only way for EPA to achieve the 
mandates of the RFS is to continue to increase the fuel blend wall. This direction, however. 
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completely ignores the properties of increased ethanol content and the effects on engines not 
designed or calibrated to operate on such a fuel type. 


Ethanol is not gasoline, and the problem is that ethanol contains additional oxygen. As higher 
quantities of ethanol are blended into base gasoline, oxygen contained in the fuel increases, 
which leads to engine enleanment. When the fuel changes in the marketplace and additional 
oxygenates are added — such a by going from ElO gasoline to E15 — engines run hotter, causing 
serious durability issues and increased emissions either in the form of increased Nitrogen Oxides 
or increased hydrocarbons. 


Not only do higher ethanol blends not make logical sense from an emissions standpoint, it simply 
is destructive to use on many engines in the marketplace today. Driven by a mandate rather than 
sound science, EPA has allowed El 5 to be sold in the marketplace without proper study as to its 
effects. NMMA members, through the Department of Energy’s Renewable Energy Laboratory, 
studied the effects of El 5 on marine engines. The results unequivocally show' significant engine 
damage, poor engine runability, performance and difficult starting. Additional oxygen found in 
E15 makes the fuel burn hotter, and the higher temperatures can reduce the strength of metallic 
components. In addition, ethanol can cause compatibility issues with other materials in the fuel 
system because of the chemical reaction. Our testing proves utilizing high ethanol blends can 
lead to significant issues for marine engine consumers and can result in premature engine failure. 
We submit for the record the Department of Energy final report on El 5 durability testing on 
marine engines (See appendix A). 

The negative effects of El 5 are not only seen In marine engines, but other small and off-road 
equipment. The overwhelming majority of non-road engines, from chainsaws to weed trimmers 
to lawn mowers, operate similarly to recreational marine engines with open loop systems 
including a carburetor that is set at the factory and designed to be — and required by EPA to be— 
tamper proof. Additionally, the very cars the EPA has allowed E 1 5 to be used, have been tested 
by the Coordinating Research Council showing substantial damage to automobile engines. 


The move towards El 5 and possibly even higher blends, to achieve the 36 billion gallon 
requirement of the RFS is flawed. Rather than continue on a biofuel path that does nothing for 
lowering emissions and harms our engines, NMMA believes we must freeze the ethanol content 
of gasoline at its current level of 10% by volume and look towards alternative energy sources 
that make sense for the engines which must run on them. 

Unless Congress takes action to amend the RFS, EPA will continue to push for EI5 and possibly 
higher blend walls, if El 5, or even higher blends, become the common marketplace fuel, 
misfueling will occur, EPA and California emission standards will be violated, engines will be 
damaged, and the American consumer will be stuck paying the bill for a misguided US 
government policy. 
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NMMA commends EPA's recent proposal to lower the 2014 Renewable Volume Obligations. 
This is an important step at recognizing the unattainable mandates of the RFS and ensuring the 
blend wall is not breached in the near term. This regulatory adjustment by the EPA is only a 
short term fix. EPA is still bound by the strict mandates of the RFS and annual adjustments fail 
to provide the market certainty NMMA member engineers require in designing their equipment. 

NMMA is not anti-ethanol, but simply opposed to fuel blends that will ruin our engines. For the 
past three years, NMMA has been working with the US Department of Energy and Argonne 
National Laboratory to evaluate a better alternative to ethanol, both as an oxygenate and a 
biofuel. Butanol has an energy content closer to that of gasoline, making it more compatible 
with existing engines and fuel systems. Butanol, is considered an advanced biofuel in the RFS 
and can be produced from many different types of biomass feedstock, including corn. NMMA 
has conducted tests on a variety of marine engines and vessels using 16% isobutanol by volume, 
which has similar oxygen content to ElO, without the other negative properties of ethanol 
identified above. The results of our documented and published research thus far indicate that 
isobutanol at 16% by volume yields very similar engine emissions, durability, power and 
performance as ElO. NMMA will continue to research alternative fuels that make operability 
sense. 

Unless and until Congress acts on the RFS, EPA will continue to implement the deeply flawed 
RFS without regard to its ramification on engines or consumers. This is a nonsensical path that 
creates a fuel supply incompatible with engine technology and makes them prone to failure. 

NMMA urges members of this committee to amend the Renewable Fuel Standard in a manner 
that allows the market to drive fuel choices rather than a hardfast and unworkable mandate. 
Congress must ensure ElO, the fuel for which marine and other small engine equipment operate, 
remains available in the marketplace. Additionally, as energy policy is mandated by Congress, 
we must ensure consumer outreach and education is robust. Current actions by the EPA allowing 
the sale of El 5 do little to adequately inform consumers of the prohibited use and harmful 
effects. 

NMMA appreciates the opportunity to submit comments to this committee on such a critical 
issue for the recreational boating industry. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact Nicole Vasilaros, Director of Regulatory and Legal Affairs at nvasilaros@nmma.org 
or 202-737-9763. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Barrasso. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BARRASSO, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 

Senator Barrasso. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

In my view, this hearing is long overdue. The Renewable Fuels 
Standard, the RFS, is among the most shortsighted energy policies 
that Congress has ever enacted. The RFS has left a wake of eco- 
nomic and environmental harm that must he put to an end. It has 
increased food prices for American families, it has increased fuel 
prices for American motorists, it has contributed to a dirtier envi- 
ronment and now the RFS threatens to cause widespread damage 
to engines, to fuel systems and our transportation fuel infrastruc- 
ture. 

In June, I, along with Senators Pryor and Toomey, introduced S. 
1195, the Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act. This is a bipar- 
tisan bill and it would repeal the RFS in its entirety. To date, 17 
Senators have co-sponsored the bill, including Senators Boozman, 
Crapo and Inhofe, who are members of this Committee. 

I am pleased that a diverse coalition of stakeholders supports 
this bill including the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the 
National Chicken Council, the National Turkey Federation, the 
American Sheep Industry Association. I would also note that the 
editorial boards of USA Today, the Washington Post and the Wall 
Street Journal have all called for the repeal of this mandate. 

The debate over the RFS is not a debate between the oil industry 
and environmentalists. It is a debate between those who recognize 
that the RFS is fundamentally broken and those who do not. Envi- 
ronmental organizations such as the Environmental Working 
Group, which is represented here today, recognize that the RFS is 
broken. Global hunger organizations such as OXFAM and Action 
Aid also recognize the RFS is broken. 

Even the EPA recognizes the status quo cannot continue. Last 
month, the EPA took a small but historic step. The EPA proposed 
reducing the total volume of biofuels that suppliers must make 
available under the RFS. The EPA has proposed this reduction to 
address issues surrounding the so-called blend wall. The blend wall 
is the amount of ethanol that can be safely added to the Nation’s 
fuel supply. I applaud the EPA for taking this step and encourage 
the agency to make further reductions in its final rule. 

But make no mistake. The EPA cannot fix the Renewable Fuel 
Standards. Congress must weigh in and repeal this broken pro- 
gram once and for all. We must repeal the mandate that diverts 
corn away from kitchen tables and into gas tanks. This mandate 
has not only increased food costs for American families but has in- 
creased food costs for the world’s poor. This is why the Director 
General of the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization 
called on EPA to suspend the RFS last year. 

In addition, we must repeal the mandate for biofuels that are not 
commercially available. For years, we have heard that the RFS 
would result in large scale production of advanced biofuels, but this 
has not happened. 
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And I am sorry that we are limited because I wanted to quote 
Democratic Senator Chuck Schumer on his concerns about this as 
well. 

So, with that I would like to put into the record my full state- 
ment, including the comments by Senator Schumer. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Barrasso follows:] 

Statement of Hon. John Barrasso, 

U.S. Senator from the State of Wyoming 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. And thank you for holding this important hearing. 

In my view, it’s long overdue. 

The Renewable Fuel Standard or the RFS is among the most short-sighted energy 
policies that Congress has ever enacted. 

The RFS has left a wake of economic and environmental harm that must be put 
to an end. 

The RFS has increased food prices for American families. 

The RFS has increased fuel prices for American motorists. 

The RFS has contributed to a dirtier environment. 

And — now — the RFS threatens to cause widespread damage to engines, fuel sys- 
tems, and our transportation fuel infrastructure. 

In June, I — along with Senators Pryor and Toomey — introduced S. 1195, the Re- 
newable Fuel Standard Repeal Act. This bipartisan bill would repeal the RFS in its 
entirety. To date, 18 Senators have cosponsored the bill, including Senators 
Boozman, Crapo, and Inhofe — members of this Committee. 

I’m also pleased that a diverse coalition of stakeholders supports this bill, includ- 
ing the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the National Chicken Council, the 
National Turkey Federation, and the American Sheep Industry Association. I would 
also note that the editorial boards of USA Today, the Washington Post, and the 
Wall Street Journal have all called for the repeal of this mandate. 

The debate over the RFS is not a debate between the oil industry and environ- 
mentalists. It’s a debate between those who recognize the RFS is fundamentally bro- 
ken and those who don’t. Environmental organizations, such as the Environmental 
Working Group — which is represented here today — recognize the RFS is broken. 
Global hunger organizations, such as Oxfam and Action Aid, also recognize the RFS 
is broken. 

Even EPA recognizes the status quo cannot continue. Last month, EPA took a 
small, but historic step. EPA proposed reducing the total volume of biofuels that 
suppliers must make available under the RFS. EPA has proposed this reduction to 
address issues surrounding the “blend wall.” The “blend wall” is the amount of eth- 
anol that can be safely added to the Nation’s fuel supply. I applaud EPA for taking 
this step, and I encourage the agency to make further reductions in its final rule. 

But make no mistake, EPA cannot fix the RFS. Congress must weigh in — and re- 
peal this broken program once and for all. We must repeal the mandate that diverts 
corn away from kitchen tables and into gas tanks. 

This mandate has not only increased food costs for American families, but has in- 
creased food costs for the world’s poor. This is why the Director-General of the U.N. 
Food and Agricultural Organization called on EPA to suspend the RFS last year. 

In addition, we must repeal the mandate for biofuels that are not commercially 
available. For years, we have heard that the RFS would result in large scale produc- 
tion of “advanced biofuels” — such as cellulosic ethanol. But this has not happened. 
It’s absurd to fine businesses for failing to purchase a product that doesn’t exist. 
Likewise, we should not require businesses to petition EPA — or the courts — for re- 
lief from this mandate year after year. We need sound energy policies — not artificial 
markets for fantasy fuels. 

Madam Chairman, the gig is up. The RFS may have seemed like a good idea in 
2005 or 2007. But it is nothing short of a colossal failure. 

The senior Senator from New York predicted this would happen years ago. He 
stated that the RFS would “haunt every one of us,” and “turn[ ] out to be a big dis- 
aster.” 

He compared the RFS to “a catastrophic illness . . . that should really have a skull 
and cross bones label on it.” 

He explained, “[t]here is no sound public policy reason for mandating the use of 
ethanol.” And that “[o]ur citizens’ health and environment are being held hostage 
to the desire of the ethanol lobby.” 

Madam Chairman, these aren’t my words. These are the words of the senior Sen- 
ator from New York. 
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Madam Chairman, it’s time for this Committee to become relevant in this debate. 
It’s time for this Committee to take up legislation to repeal the RFS. It’s the right 
thing to do for American families, American motorists, and the environment. 

I thank the witnesses for taking the time to be here today. I look forward to your 
remarks. 

Senator Boxer. I think Senator Schumer will make his own voice 
heard very well on this matter. 

Senator Barrasso. Well, I welcome that opportunity. 

[The referenced information follows:] 
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Ri.'icI Snowe Wirnor 

Ssi'ii.tnej Sirectei Wyden 

Schupier SuAunu 

NOT VOTINO-3 

Cnrzinc DoWinc FrinsUln 

The motion wa-s agreed Co. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr, NELSON of Nebraska. I mox'e to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion lo lay on the table waa 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen* 
alor from New York. 

AMEKUMBST NO. TO ANfENDMK.NT NO. 77S 

Mr. SCIiUMER. Mr. Prc.sfident, I rise 
to offer an amondment which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk w'lil report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Sesiator from New York [Mr, ScHOMEn) 
propofics an amenument numbered 732 to 
amendment No. 779. 

Mr. SCKUMER, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obJecClon, it is so orttered. 

The amendment Is as follows: 
iPurpose: To strike the reliabiR fuels subtitle 
of the amendment) 

Strike subtitle D of the amendmeGt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCIIU-MEl-!. Mr. President. I rise 
toiiay in "SphoalfTfon to the amendment 
that has been put before the Senate hy 
my good frisnd and colleague from New 
Mexico and offer a second-degree 
amendment to it. Now. .1 do so not only 
out of the sincere belief that the provi- 
sion will hurt consumej-s in New York, 
but that it win hurt con.sumcrs 
throughout the country, and that it is 
anticompetitive and not the way a free 
market ought to go. 

The aniendment of my good friend 
from New Mexico is one of those 
amendments that, while well-inten- 
tioned, could come back to haunt every 
one of ua, I have been in Congress for ^ 
years, and every so often there la an 
amendment that people vote for, con- 
fident on the surface that it seem.^ like 
the right thing to do, and a few years 
later it turns out to be a big disaster, 
Then our constituents turn to us and 
say; What the heck have you done? 
How could you have done this? 

This is one of those amendments, 
like a cata,strophic Illness. My col- 
leagues, beware. If there was ever an 
amendment quietly put in a bill chat 
should really have a skull and cross- 
bones label on It, at least to those of us 
from States without a large amount of 
ethanol, this amendment Is it, 

So today I rise to Join my calleague 
from New York, my colleagues from 
California and elsewhere, mainly on 
Che coasts, but not exclusively so. to 
debate an unprecedented new ethanol 
gas tax that would be levied on the 
American people by the amendment wc 
are now considering. 

So many are against an.v kind of gas 
ta.x. I understand that. I have opposed 


many gas taxes, too. But why, when 
the gas tax comes in the form of an 
ethanol mandate but has the same ef- 
fect — caiues the price of gasoline to 
chose under Its yoke to rise — do we not 
oppose it? 

The amendment offered by Senator 
Dqmknici does aocoropllsh two goals 
that I consider very worthy and which 
my amendment would let stand. One is 
restricting the use of MTBEs, which 
has resulted In groundwater pollution 
all over tlie country. The second is 
scrapping the oxygenate mandate that 
led so many States to make such heavy 
use of MTBE in the first place. 

The proposal in the amendment also 
provides an antibacksllding provision 
to require continued efforts on clean 
air. That la another goal that I sup- 
port. The number of people who arc liv- 
ing longer and living better because 
our air is cleaner is enormous. We all 
benefit from that. So the 
antlbacksllding proposal is a good 
measure, and I applaud it. 

I believe that eliminating the oxy- 
genate requii'ement and letting each 
region meet clean air standards in the 
way that suits it best is smart energy 
policy. If that is all my friend from 
New Mexico did. I w'ould bo on the iloor 
supporting his amendment and cheer- 
ing It on. 

But as they say. Mr. President, there 
is always a catch. This amendment 
adds an astonishing new anttconsumer. 
anti-free-market requirement that 
every refiner in the country, regardless 
of where they are located, and regard- 
less of whether the State mandate.'} it 
and whether Che State chooses a dif- 
ferent path to get to clean air, must 
use an ever-increasing volume of eth- 
anol. 

If they do not use the ethanol— and 
this is the most amaaing part of the 
bill— they still have to pay for ethanol 
credits. If your State docs not want to 
use ethanol because it is so expensive 
to transport it — there are no pipe- 
lines— on the barges and on the boats 
and in the trucks— so let's say It is too 
expensive to do that— you still have to 
pay for It. 

If there were ever an onerous, anti- 
competitive. anti-free-market pi-ovl- 
eion, this is it. WTiere else do we man- 
date that people pay for something 
when they do not use Jt? Why are we 
saying to the car drivers of America, 
the motorists of America, You have to 
pay for this stuff even though you do 
not use it? It is nothing less chan an 
ethanol gas Lax levied on every driver — 
the employee driving to work, the mom 
who is driving bids to school, a truck 
driver earning a living. Every gasoline 
user in this country will pay. 

Now, in 2003. the United States con- 
sumed only 2.8 billion gallons of eth- 
anol. Starting in 200&— a mere year 
axvay— they would be required to use 4 
billion gallon.*} of ethanol. Whern are 
my friends from the free market when 
we need them? We hear about the free 
m.arket. Is this a free market? Are w-e 
letting everyone decide how to meet a 
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worthy clean air standard? Absolutely 
not. So 2.8 billion last year; in 200G. you 
have to use 1 billion; and by 2032, you 
have to use 8 billion gallons of ethanol 
and increase it every year by a percent- 
age cciulvalenC to the proportion of eth- 
anol in the entire U.S. gas supply after 
2012 in perpetuity. 

If production docs not happen. If we 
do not have enough ethanol— I don’t 
kno'w how the sponsors camo up with 4 
billion or 5 billion or 8 billion— guess 
what happens. We get a big price spiko. 
At a time when gasoline is expensive 
enough, do you want to be accu.sed of 
passing legislation that will ral.se the 
price more? I know there arc corn 
growers in some States, and I knosv 
that Archer Daniels Midland and ail 
these other ethanol producers are pret- 
ty powerful. But what about all the 
dJhvers and motorists tlu'oughout the 
country? RTiat about them? There are 
many more of thorn than the rest, and 
every one of them will be at risk. Even 
in the Middle West where there is plen- 
ty of ethanol, if there i.s not enough to 
meet the mandate, there is going to be 
a price spike for everybody. 

Now. there are a lot of estimates out 
there that try to predict what the new 
mandate Is going to cost motorists at 
the pump. In some of the more conserv- 
ative estimates, it i.s a few pennie.s a 
gallon. But others have pegged the cost 
significantly higher, Even though the 
size of Che increase may be open to dis- 
cussion. it Is generally agreed that this 
mandate Is going to cause an increase 
In the prico of gasoline. 

Last year when we had a bill, gaso- 
line was about 51.80 or S1.70 a gallon. 
Now It is 52.28 a gallon. Do we still 
want to do this? Aren’t gas prices high 
enough? The fact that we do not know 
how severe the increase Is going to be 
should give us pause. As wc have seen 
time and time again, there la not much 
moi'e of ai\ effective way to stlflo an 
economy or place burdens on families 
across America than by causing a price 
spike, a hike in gasoline prices, 

I know the supporters of this ethanol 
gas tax are going to argue that the 
claims I am making are not accurate, 
and the cost of forcing the entiro coun- 
try to use 8 bilUon gallons of othanol is 
a more pittance. Remember, ethanol is 
very hard to transport. It cannot he 
carried through our existing pipeline 
infrastnicturo. It must bo put on a 
truck, a barge, .sent down the Mis- 
sissippi. then sent by boat all around 
the oountrsL then loaded back into a 
truck, taken to a local refinery, and 
put Into the gasoline. That will be the 
added expense passed on to the driver. 
That is why this is a regional proposal 
more than it is a party proposal. 

To forecast how much a 6-year, C-bil- 
lion-gallon ethanol mandate, is going to 
cost consumers across the country, you 
first have Co look at the interplay of a 
ho.st of complex factors— the growth in 
auto travel, gasoline prices, corn 
prices, ethanol prices, how many eth- 
anol plants will come on line — and all 
of these are inextricably linked to how 
high Che price of ethanol is going Co go. 
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If ethano] prices arc hig-h and manu- 
facturing ethanol profitable, the pri- 
vate sector will huild ethanol plants. If 
ethanol prices arc low, they will not-. 
So I thinlc the numbers my opponents 
are using" make an unrealiaUc set of as- 
sumptions, ha.slcally that ethanol 
prices will be iinxi.siially low for the 
next 10 years, and yet at the same time 
the private sector will be hulirllng new 
plants all over the country. You can't 
have !l both ways. If the price is high, 
yes, there will be more ethanol plants. 
If Che price is low, there are not likely 
to be any, and the price ia going to go 
up either way. Dut in truth, whether it 
costs a penny a gallon or a dollar a gal- 
lon, consumers should not be forced to 
pay an ethanol gas tax at all. 

ss>r. for msmiatmfi the use o; ethanol. 
! ‘'i.-m, p. 'Ta. mi,ii t oi eth- 
anol lobby. Tiif! new ethanol tax will 
'Tontf’ibuCR to market volacility and 
price spikes, especially because the 
ethanol industry is highly con- 
ccntrawicl within a few large firm.s lo- 
cated In the Middle West. In fact, ADM 
alone controls almost 30 percent of the 
market, according to CRS, 

My opponents also argue that the 
ethanol ga-s tax ri needed to help fam- 
ily farms, I take these arguments seri- 
ously. I know how many of my col- 
leagues from the Middle West want to 
help family farmers who are strug- 
gling. I want to help those fai'mera, 
too. I have stood by my Senate col- 
leagues and voted for billions of dollars 
In agrloullui'al subsidies to help the 
farmers in the South and West, even 
tliough those commodity subsidies 
don’t help my farmers in New York. 
But as r have said, the ethanol gas tax 
money will not be going mostly Into 
the pockets of famll.v farmers, it will 
go Into the pockets of ADM and the 
other big ethanol companies. All of a 
xsudden, ai*e the farmers going to get 
the big benefit? They don’t get it for 
milk. They don’t it for corn. They 
don't get It for meat. Is the bcncficene 
rule of ADM going to glvo our corn 
growers the benefits of this or do you 
think ADM and the other big compa- 
nies will cake the beruslli, for th«!m- 
solvas’ 

If you want to help our family farm- 
ers, take the money you are using that 
will cost this and give It to them, and 
you will spond a lot less money and 
help the family farmer a lot more wltlr- 
out all the. middlemen who don’t need 
Uie help. 

The final argument my opponents 
xvin make — and this is a cynical one— 
is that if New York and California and 
other States want to clean up their 
water by banning MTBEs and main- 
taining clean air. they should have to 
pay the price of an ethanol gas ta.x. and 
It is political naivete to think other- 
wise. My State has already banned 
MTBE, So have others, such as Cali- 
fornia. Colorado. Connecticut. Indiana, 
Illinois, Iowa. Kansas, Kentucky, 
M.alne. Michigan, Minne.sota, Missouri. 
Nebraska, Ohio. South Dakota, and 


Washington. Everj’ one of these States 
has enacted its own MTBE bans or 
taken steps to restrict its use- A num- 
ber of other States are In the process of 
taking action as well. Because what we 
have learned Is that MTBEs pollute the 
ground water. 

Every one of those States that has 
banned MTBE is going to find Itsalf in 
an impoBslbie dilemma. Their citizens 
are demanding they ban MTBE. but 
with the oxygenate requirement in 
place, they can't do so. Recently, the 
EPA denied the application of New 
York and CaUfornia for a waive." from 
the oxygenate requirement, putting 
States with MTBE bans between a rock 
and a hard place. Our citizens' health 
and the environment are being held 
hostage to the desire of the ethanol 
lobby to make ever larger profits. Why 
didn't the EPA grant the waiver? It 
didn’t afTect clean air or clean water. 
Raw politics, brj'ing to suck money out 
of one region and put it in another. 
Th at is not fair. That is not right, 
'■^uv cilizctus’ heiilth and environment 
are being held hostagt? tu iho lU'sire of 
the ethanol lobby to make ever lareor 
l-u-oflts. The administration has already 
along. Will this Senate? 

■ It is an outrage. For Congress to tell 
Americans across the country that we 
refuse to clean up the air and water un- 
less they pay off •'\DM is unconscion- 
able. There is no public policy reason 
on Earth not to allow States to ban 
MTBEs and remove the oxygenate re- 
quirement and keep clean air standards 
in place without requiring them to buy 
ethanol. 

In New York, we have been forced to 
for over a year and a half. Our gnaoline 
prices are too high already, and the un- 
necessary ethanol requirement we face 
is not helping. 

In conclusion, I ask my colleagues to 
support my amendment to strike the 
ethanol mandate If you believe that 
Congress has the obligation to protect 
the health of our citizens and the envi- 
ronment. support banning MTBE. get- 
ting rid of the oxygenate requirement, 
and maintaining clean air standards. 
Don’t support forcing American con- 
sumers to pay for ethanol In exchange. 
If you believe the Congress has an obli- 
gation to protect consumera and keep 
our flee market running as efficiently 
as possible, then, again. I ask Membei-s. 
please, do not support forcing Amer- 
ican consumers to raise their gas prices 
and to pay for ethanol. 

Tlte PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will my friend yield for 
a question? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happ.v to yield 
for a brief question to my good friend 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Since my friend men- 
tioned — 

Mr. DOMENICI. I believe I have the 
floor. I am pleased to yield. 

Mr. HjVRKIN. I thought he still had 
the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I didn’t think I had 
yet yielded the floor. 


The PRRSIDINCx OFFICER. The Sen- 
atoi' from New York still has the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER- I was about to. but I 
am finl.shed with my statement. 

Mr. HARKIN, I just wanted to re- 
spond to my friend from New York, is 
my friend from New York aware of the 
fact that right now. the price of gaso- 
line is around $2.03, or $2,05 a gallon? 
Ethanol right now Is about $1.60 a gal- 
lon. My question to my friend from 
New York is, If the free .market i.s at 
work, why aren’t the oil companies 
blending more ethanol since they 
would make more money? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Well, let me answer 
my friend. The cost of ethanol varies 
greatly depending on what region of 
the country the ethanol is produced in. 
What makes it so expensive for Now 
Yorkers is not the cost of actuaHy 
making it in Iowa or IIUnoi,s or Kansas, 
What makes it so expensive is there is 
no cheap way t-o get it from the corn- 
fields of Iowa to the gas stations of 
New York and. as a result, the cost of 
transporting the ethanol. Sure, it can 
be made out there. Wd don't have many 
ethanol plants In New York, They have 
to put on it barges. They have to ship 
it slowly down the Mtssls-slppi. They 
have to unload it onto boat-s. The boats 
have to go round the gulf coast, go 
around Key West, up the east coast. 
Tliey have to dock in New York City. It 
then has to be loaded onto trucks and 
vsent to gas .stations— a lengthy and ex- 
pensive process. 

Let me say in all seriousness to my 
good friend from Iowa, I have talked to 
some of Che major refiners In the 
Northeast. They are able to meet the 
clean air standard more cheaply and 
better without ethanol than with It. 
And by our requiring them to put the 
ethanol in tha gasoline is the only rea- 
son they do it. IX we didn't require 
them but kept the clean air standard, 
we would have gasoline that Is just as 
clean but a lot cheaper for constitu- 
ents, 

I want to help your corn farmor.s, hub 
I don't want the housewife who drives 
the kids to school or the salesman who 
has to go door to door to be subs.kllzing 

your corn farmers. Let the whole gov- 
ernment do it.. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
for another question? 

Mr. SCHUMER. 1 am happy to yield 
for another quoBtlon. 

Mr. HARKIN. My friend talked about 
the transporting of ethanol going down 
the Mississippi and then on barge 
around this and that. Has my friend 
ever considered how you get the oil 
from the Mideaat over here? You have 
to go over thero with a big tanker. You 
have to load it up. Then that tanker 
has to go across the oceans, and it has 
to come into New York or wherever the 
port is and unload it. Then it ha.s to be 
shipped to a rofinery to refine It. 

Then, in order to protect that oil 
pipeline from the Midcast, ws have to 
send 130,000 troops, our military. We 
have Co protect our sea lanes — the bil- 
lions of dollars that It costs to protect 
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Shipping- that oil from the Mideast and 
all that. I can assure my friend from 
New York that they will never have to 
send our young men and women to 
Iowa to fight. 

Mr. SCHUMER. We would like to 
send them to Iowa on vacation to help 
pick the corn. but. certainly, we hope 
that this ethanol fight, as fractions as 
It Is— 1 can state that the citlaena of 
New York will not declare war on the 
citizens of Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. You will never have to 
worry about that. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Although the bill de- 
clares economic war on the c1tl54ms of 
New York, Connecticut. California, and 
other places which don’t have the eth- 
anol. 

I3y the way. I nay to my good friend 
from Iowa, I would not make the anal- 
ogy that what the ethanol producers 
are doing Is the same as what OPEC Is 
doing with the oil, both causing the 
price CO go way up. I don’t like the big 
oil companies in terms of what they do. 
but I don’t think Archer Daniels Mid- 
land is much better. 

Mr, HAKKIN, We have 16 ethanol 
sites in Iowa; 11 are predomlnanlly 
owned by farmers. There is one that 
Cargill owns, and ADM owns one. Al- 
most all of the new ethanol plants 
being built in the United States arc 
owned and operated by farmer-owned 
enterprises. It so happens that ADM 
was there in the beginning. 

But what is happening now — and es- 
pecially with this legislation— -Is you 
are going to see more and more farnser- 
owneU plants. That is what ts hap- 
pening. My friend Is talking about the 
past. We are talking about the future. 

The way to break the OPEC cartel la 
to get a lot of farmers around the coun- 
try, using new technologies, making 
ethanol out of corn and cornstalks, and 
a variety of other feedstocks— and we 
will soon be making ethanol in the 
State of New York. a.s well as in New 
England, That la what this is about. It 
breaks the back of the OPEC cartel. 

Mr. SCHUMER, I say to my fiiencl, 1 
would like nothing better chan to 
break Che cartel. Some say one of the 
ways to break the cartel is to put a tax 
on gasoline. The higher you rax the 
gasoline, the less you will need OPEC. 
That Is true. But the reason we reject 
that ht.gh tax on gasoline is the burden 
It puts on average people. Well, if that 
burden Is placed on the average driver 
in New York to pay a lot more to the 
cliianol producer rather than OPEC, 
what have we gained? Fifty cents out 
of your pocket? If faced with a choice. 

I w'ouid rather have it go to an Amer- 
ican company— although there is 
ExxonMobil and others— 1 would rather 
it go DO an American producer In the 
coiTinekls In Iowa than to the oilfields 
In Saudi Arabia. But neither is a very 
good choice. Both of them cause huge 
hard.s'hip on the consumer by raising 
Che price. 

So all I say to my friond fi’om Iowa, 
who I know has the interests of the av- 
erage worker at heart,— all I say to him 


is, if ethanol is better than gasoline 
and cheaper for people in Iowa or Illi- 
nois. God bless you. use It. 

Lee me ask my friend a question. Is 
It fair— because we won’t use the eth- 
anol In a lot of instances — to say to us, 
a.s this amendment does, you have to 
pay for It whether you use it or not? 

Mr. HARKTN. I respond that that ts 
not the case. I will say more about that 
in my remarks following my friend. 
That Is not the case at all. I wanted to 
correct something. I made a mistake. 
In all good faith, and in making sure 
that I speak correctly, I said earlier 
that a gallon of gasoline was S2.03 and 
ethanol was 51.60. What Is it In New 
York? 

Mr. SCHUMER, It is S2.25. 

Mr. HARKIN. I was wrong about eth- 
anol. A gallon of ethanol is only about 
SI. 22. 1 point out chat it would be great 
if moi'a people used It. It is only SJ.22 
and 52.25 for gasoline, 

Mr. SCHUMER- If my colleague can 
get the price of whatever It takes to 
drive a car down to si .22 in New York 
and have the same efficiency — It is al- 
most as efficient, not quite, at 90 per- 
cent — and the same level of cleanline.ss 
in the air. I would be all for It. But ev- 
ciTonc knows, again, whether it la SI.20 
or $1.60, the basic cost for us is the 
transportation cost. 

My colleague from New Mexico has 
been waiting very patiently. I appre- 
ciate the spirit of my good friend from 
Iowa In thl.s dialog, which we have dis- 
agreed on over the years. I don't know 
If we will ever agree on it. 

I am happy to yield the floor so my 
colleague from Now’ Mexico can make 
his comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen- 
ator from Now Mexico Is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to my friend from New York, maybe on 
this one we disagree, bat we have an- 
other big issue that we agree on. We 
are going to do something about the 
art community in your State and col- 
lectible items. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Maybe under the 
chairman’s leadership— if the chairman 
will yield— we should add that wonder- 
ful amendment to this bill and pass it 
light now. 

Mr. DOMENTCl. I don't, know what 
would happen if wc went to tiie House 
with it. Maybe we could hurry H up 
Chat way. In any event, a number of 
Senators want to speak. I will not ad- 
dress the issue that was spoken to be- 
cause many others arc going to — except 
I remind everybody that something 
was said here about a monopoly, Jack 
of competition. The Senator from New 
York made the case for lack of com- 
petition. Whon we use gaBoiine, let’s 
not forget we have been subjected to 
the most monopolistic conti’ol mecha- 
nism for the price of almost anything 
this country has ever seen The carte! 
is strangling us. 

As we drive down the road, we are 
driving on gasoline that is indeed non- 
competitive. It is competitive for «a few 
cents, because the filling stations might 


be competitive, but the basic price is 
the monopolistic issue. 

Mr, REID. Mr, .Pj-esUlent, 1 rise lo 
dlscus.s the energy bill Chat we will 
consider over the next 2 weeks, Sen- 
ators DOMEN'ici and BiNCiAM.A.v should 
be commended for their bipartisan 
work in the Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee to bring us to this 
point today. 

The events over the last 4 years have 
highlighted what Americans have 
known since the 1970s — our national se- 
curity and our economic security de- 
pend on our energy security, Ameri- 
cans need and deserve an energy bill 
that truly moves u.h toward energy 
independence. 

Seriously addressing our national se- 
cuiity means kicking our dependence 
on foreign oil. 

Today, we import 58 i>ercent of our 
oil. 

Our dependence on Imported oil poses 
ft risk to our national Becurity and our 
economic well-being. 

We will consider a number of addi- 
tional proposals that can help make 
greater energy security a reality for fu- 
ture generations of Americans. 

There will be amendments offered to 
the bill regarding energy security, re- 
newable energy, biofuels, oUmaLe 
change, and fuel economy. 

We must reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil and make a commitment to 
clean, renewable energy. 

If we choose to invest in energy effi- 
cient technologies and renewable en- 
ergy, we will create thousands of new 
Jobs . , . wc will protect our environ- 
ment . . . and wo will holster our na- 
tional security. 

That Is the vision our Nation reedB. 
That Is the leadership we must provide. 

Mr, CORZINE. Mr. President, I first 
thank Chairman Domsnici and the 
ranking member, Senator Binqaman, 
as well as both of their staffs on the 
Energy Committee for all of their hard 
work in preparing an energy bill. Their 
!eader.ship has allowed the Senate to 
come together today and dtscuea an 
issue that i.s paramount to our Nation’s 
quality of life and our homeland and 
economic security. 

As this body conBlders omnibus en- 
ergy legislation, it is crucial that we 
formulate an energy bill that meets 
several criteria, Tho legislation must 
reduce the United States' unhealthy 
dependence on foreign oil; address Che 
United States’ skyrocketing gas prices; 
inveet in environmentally friendly 
technology and reseaj'ch: protect the 
moratorium on drlJiing in the Outer 
Continental Shelf; address global 
warming; and promote energy effi- 
ciency. 

Tile Department of Energy currently 
projects that coal and natural gas will 
be used to meet most of our Nation's 
Increasing oleotrldcy energy demand 
over the next 20 years. It Is my firm be- 
lief. however, that as we increase gen- 
eration, the United States must ensure 
that Its energy portfolio is w'oll diverel- 
fied. New Jersey, which ia already suf- 
fering from the effects of poor air qual- 
ity'— one-third of which i.s traced lo 
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Senator Boxer. With you. With you. OK. 

We are going to turn to Senator Merkley now. 

Senator Merkley. Madam Chair, I am happy to get right to our 
testimony. 

Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. 

We will turn to Senator Fischer. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FISCHER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

Senator Fischer. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

I was pleasantly surprised to find out that a Nebraska farmer, 
Jon Holzfaster, would be among today’s witnesses. I appreciate 
Jon’s willingness to come to Washington to share his views and 
would like to offer him a warm welcome. 

Nebraskans certainly understand the importance of the Renew- 
able Fuel Standard. Our State has answered the call to invest in 
domestic renewable fuel production. Nebraska has 24 active eth- 
anol plants and an annual production of 2.3 billion gallons. These 
plants represent more than $5 billion in capital investment in the 
State and provide direct employment for approximately 1,200 Ne- 
braskans. 

On a national scale, the RFS is working to enhance domestic en- 
ergy supplies and reduce our dependence on foreign oil. Adding 
more than 13 billion gallons of domestic ethanol to the U.S. fuel 
supply in 2012 displaced the need for 465 million barrels of foreign 
oil at a savings of $47.2 billion to the U.S. economy. This is roughly 
the equivalent of 12 percent of total U.S. crude oil imports. The 
RFS also helps to support more than 380,000 American jobs and 
lower fuel prices for consumers. 

During the short time that the RFS has been in place, we have 
only become more efficient both at production of the biofuels them- 
selves but also of the feedstocks for these fuels. Coming from the 
Cornhusker State, I am especially proud of our farmers’ ability to 
continually produce more while using less land, less water and less 
fertilizer. Through careful stewardship of our natural resources and 
the adoption of innovative technologies, our farmers are able to 
produce an abundant supply of food, feed and fuel in an environ- 
mentally sustainable manner. 

At such a time of this innovation and growth potential for the 
biofuels industry, it is concerning that EPA is now proposing a sig- 
nificant rollback in the RFS. EPA’s proposal essentially waives 
RFS requirements beyond a 10 percent blend of ethanol, elimi- 
nating the incentives to invest in the infrastructure necessary to 
bring higher blends to the marketplace and meet the goal of future 
biofuels growth. 

With that, I would like to have the rest of my comments put in 
the record. Madam Chair. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Fischer follows:] 

Statement of Hon. Deb Fischer, 

U.S. Senator from the State of Nebraska 

Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter, thank you for holding today’s over- 
sight hearing on domestic renewable fuels. I am pleased that the Committee is tak- 
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ing time to review our Nation’s biofuels policy and to scrutinize recent administra- 
tive action with respect to the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

I am glad that we will be hearing from witnesses who can share the perspective 
of many across our Nation who have made significant investments with the RFS in 
mind. I was pleasantly surprised to find out that a Nebraska farmer, Jon 
Holzfaster, would be among today’s witnesses. I appreciate Jon’s willingness to come 
to Washington to share his views and would like to offer him a warm welcome. 

Nebraskans certainly understand the importance of the Renewable Fuel Stand- 
ard. Our State has answered the call to invest in domestic renewable fuel produc- 
tion. Nebraska has 24 active ethanol plants and an annual production capacity of 
2.3 billion gallons. These plants represent more than $5 billion in capital investment 
in the State and provide direct employment for approximately 1,200 Nebraskans. 

On a national scale, the RFS is working to enhance domestic energy supplies and 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. Adding more than 13 billion gallons of domes- 
tic ethanol to the U.S. fuel supply in 2012 displaced the need for 465 million barrels 
of foreign oil, at a savings of $47.2 billion to the U.S. economy. This is roughly the 
equivalent of 12 percent of total U.S. crude oil imports. The RFS also helps to sup- 
port more than 380,000 American jobs and lower fuel prices for consumers. 

During the short time that the RFS has been in place, we have only become more 
efficient — both at production of the biofuels themselves, but also of the feedstocks 
for these fuels. Coming from the Cornhusker State, I am especially proud of our 
farmers’ ability to continually produce more while using less land, less water, and 
less fertilizer. Through careful stewardship of our natural resources and the adop- 
tion of innovative technologies, our farmers are able to produce an abundant supply 
of food, feed, and fuel in an environmentally sustainable manner. 

At a time of such innovation and growth potential for the biofuels industry, it is 
concerning that ERA is now proposing a significant rollback in the RFS. EPA’s pro- 
posal essentially waives RFS requirements beyond a 10 percent blend of ethanol, 
eliminating the incentives to invest in the infrastructure necessary to bring higher 
blends to the marketplace and meet the goal of future biofuels growth. 

Lowering renewable fuel targets will jeopardize years of progress in the biofuels 
industry. I appreciate that EPA took the time to hear from so many stakeholders 
at its listening session on the RFS last week. I am hopeful that EPA will give care- 
ful consideration to the comments it receives and the economic impacts of its pro- 
posal. 

There is much at stake for America’s energy future. Ensuring the successful oper- 
ation of the Renewable Fuel Standard is an important part of realizing greater do- 
mestic energy security. I look forward to today’s discussion. Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. Without objection. Thank you. 

Senator Inhofe. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Senator Inhofe. Yes, I agree with the comments that this is 
overdue. We had a hearing on this 2008. The one before that was 
2006 and that was when I chaired this Committee. And it is over- 
due. 

We can all remember the RFS was expanding back in 2007 and 
one of the main arguments was to improve our national security. 
I know that General Wes Clark is going to be on the next panel, 
and he has been on the dime at the ethanol industry now for sev- 
eral years. He has repeatedly accused the U.S. Government of 
fighting wars simply for foreign sources of oil, and in one of his 
interviews he quipped, put quite simply, that is what people fight 
wars about. 

Last Saturday was December 7th, and every year we remember 
the attack on Pearl Harbor. And for good reason. That is what 
drew us into World War II. Americans fight wars to protect their 
fellow Americans from evil harms. Period. That would mean that 
energy security and national security are disconnected. But if want 
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to have a conversation about that, we should look no further than 
the domestic oil and gas industry. 

Since 2008, the energy market has been turned upside down. The 
combination of precision drilling and hydraulic fracturing has 
opened up the Shale Revolution that no one saw coming. In 2007, 
oil production was down and we were in the middle of building 
massive terminals to import liquefied natural gas. Since then, oil 
production is up over 50 percent and we have so much natural gas 
that we are converting the import terminals into export terminals. 

And the news just keeps getting brighter. In October, the EIA 
published a report stating that the U.S. will overtake Russia this 
year as the largest oil and natural gas producer in the world. In 
November, the EIA reported that by 2035, we will be able to meet 
all of our energy requirements from domestic sources. I would say 
that it would be even sooner than that, quite a few years sooner 
than that, if we would start developing our resources on national 
land. General Clark should know quite a bit about this because he 
also is the Director of BNK Petroleum which is an oil and gas oper- 
ation all over the world, including my State of Oklahoma. 

Last month, the EPA announced the 2014 volume requirements 
for the RES mandate and for the first time ever the agency lowered 
the mandate levels across the board and, in doing so, the EPA has 
admitted the mandate is completely broken. I think we talked 
about that. No one believes that it is running right. I have been 
highlighting the mandate’s problem for a long time, and it is clear 
that the chorus of agreement is growing louder every day. 

Oklahomans of all stripes understand that the RES is a bad deal 
and our drivers are particularly aware. Before I run out of time, 
put that chart up. All throughout Oklahoma, this is the marketing. 
If you can sell no ethanol and it is clear gas, they buy it. 

So, I have got a lot more to say here in this statement but let 
us roll with letting the market determine what we are doing. That 
is what I would hope this would come to. 

Senator Boxer. Well, we will put this in the record. And I hope 
people can refrain from attacking people. 

Senator Inhofe. I am not attacking anyone. 

Senator Boxer. If I might conclude? I would like people to re- 
frain from personal attacks on people who believe that what they 
are doing is good for their country. There is just a disagreement. 
I do not think we need to attack each other. So, that is just an 
opinion. 

Senator Inhofe. And I agree. 

[The referenced statement was not received at time of print.] 

Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. 

And also for the record, let the record show that we had a hear- 
ing on this particular subject on April 13, 2011, where Secretary 
Vilsack was our main person who was the witness at that par- 
ticular time. 

And we will move forward now to Senator Crapo. 

Senator Crapo. Thank you. Madam Chairman. I will help to 
move this along and waive my opening statement. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Senator. 

Senator Wicker. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROGER WICKER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

Senator Wicker. I believe Senator Crapo just yielded his 3 min- 
utes to me, and I certainly appreciate that. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Wicker. Thank you, Madam Chair, and Ranking Mem- 
ber Vitter. I look forward to the witnesses’ testimony on some of 
the significant problems many industries face because of the Re- 
newable Fuel Standards. The sheer number of the parties con- 
cerned about the impacts of this legislation is a testament to the 
fact that this Committee and Congress should act to correct some 
of the consequences of renewable mandates. 

It says a lot that ERA recently was forced to lower the overall 
renewable volumes for 2014. Clearly the assumptions made in 2007 
regarding gas consumption have proven inaccurate. The mandates 
based on those assumptions are not feasible and should be modi- 
fied. 

Allowing EPA flexibility to adjust RFS each year leads to one of 
the greatest problems with Government interference in the market- 
place, uncertainty in the very industries that actually produce our 
country’s advanced technologies and products. These industries 
must be able to continue to move our country forward and create 
jobs needed to strengthen our economy. 

I agree with Senator Cardin about the effect fluctuating corn 
prices have had in recent years. High demand for corn ethanol 
caused by the RFS has led to higher costs for livestock and poultry 
producers, an unintended and adverse consequence of this pro- 
gram. This directly causes American families to face higher bills at 
the grocery store and in restaurants. America’s energy policy 
should promote efficiency and value. It should not hurt consumers 
or cause them to bear unnecessary costs. It is clear that the RFS 
falls short of this fundamental principle of U.S. lawmaking. 

In addition, regulatory action by the Administration disregards 
the facts and is shortsighted. In an ill-advised stop-gap rule, EPA 
has on several occasions waived the 10 percent limit of ethanol that 
can be blended into gasoline. Studies conclude that gasoline with 
15 percent ethanol, or E15, can cause premature engine damage 
and reduce fuel efficiency. These detrimental effects can force driv- 
ers to endure added maintenance costs and refuel more frequently. 

Last year, AAA raised these concerns when urging the Obama 
administration and gasoline retailers to stop the sale of E15. In ad- 
dition, a number of auto manufacturers have already said that E15 
does not meet their fuel requirements and that warranty coverage 
would not apply to vehicle damage resulting from gasoline with the 
higher blend of ethanol. 

In February, I introduced legislation to prohibit EPA from allow- 
ing gasoline blends with E15 to be used in passenger cars and 
trucks. And finally. Madam Chair, I believe my legislation should 
be included in the necessary reforms of RFS. This legislation would 
protect consumers and not allow the Administration to make fic- 
tional fixes to ethanol mandates that are clearly not good for the 
public nor solve the actual problem. 

Thank you. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, Senator. We are going to — Senator 
Whitehouse has graciously said Senator Carper could go first be- 
cause he is chairing a very important proceeding. Please proceed. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS R. CARPER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 

Senator Carper. Thank you so much. Sheldon, thank you, and 
to our witnesses. Thank you. Madam Chair, for giving me a chance 
to say a few words. We are having a business meeting of the Home- 
land Security and Government Affairs Committee to vote the nomi- 
nation of the President’s nominee to be Deputy Secretary of Home- 
land Security. And it starts in about 6 or 7 minutes. So, thank you 
very much. 

First of all to our witnesses, thank you for joining us. Panel No. 
1, panel No. 2, especially Jim Collins who is out there somewhere, 
I think, one of my constituents from Delaware who does great work 
on BAF at DuPont Company and really for all of us. So, thank you, 
Jim. 

In 2007, our Nation’s energy future was not as bright as it is 
today. Consumption of gasoline and diesel was expected to grow ex- 
ponentially, and feeding this growth was oil from other nations 
many of which, frankly, did not like us a whole lot and still do not. 
That is why in 2007 Congress took a number of steps, along with 
the Bush administration, to try to change our energy future. 

For example. Congress increased the Fuel Efficiency Standard for 
cars, trucks and vans for the first time in 32 years. As someone 
who worked very closely with Senators like Ted Stevens, Dianne 
Feinstein, Dick Durbin and others to help us find an agreement, 
I am very proud of this achievement. I know that our efforts laid 
the groundwork for future efficiency increases by the current Ad- 
ministration. 

In 2007, Congress also mandated a Clean Air Act by more than 
doubling the domestic biofuel mandate to 36 billion gallons by 
2022. We included new incentives for advanced fuels that were bet- 
ter for the environment and that were not derived from the food 
we eat or from the food that our chicken and our cattle eat, too. 

Since 2007, we have seen a change in the energy trend lines and 
our energy future looks a whole lot better than it has in decades. 
Today, for the first time in two decades, we are producing more oil 
than we are importing. I did not think I would be serving in the 
Senate when we could say that, but I am pleased to say that we 
are. That is because production at home has increased, consump- 
tion has gone down and biofuel use has increased replacing oil- 
based fuels. 

And finally today we are seeing the first commercial-scale ad- 
vanced biofuel facilities that are being built providing an alter- 
native to traditional corn ethanol. 

To keep us on the path toward a brighter, greener energy future, 
I believe it is important for this country to continue to invest in 
biofuels, especially in advanced biofuels. I believe the Renewable 
Fuel Standard is a crucial policy tool to keep these investment 
flowing. 

Biofuels done right are crucial to our energy security but we can- 
not ignore the unintended consequences of increasing our biofuel 
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mandates. Supporting investments in the next generation of renew- 
able fuels while still protecting our environment and economy is no 
small feat. But it can be achieved. I look forward to today’s discus- 
sion once I return to see how we can strike that balance. 

On that note, I want to thank again our witnesses and thank 
you, Madam Chair, for giving me this opportunity. And I will be 
back a little bit later. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Carper follows:] 

Statement of Hon. Thomas R. Carper, 

U.S. Senator from the State of Delaware 

In 2007, our Nation’s energy future did not look good. Consumption of gasoline 
and diesel was expected to grow exponentially, and feeding this growth was oil from 
other nations — many of which didn’t like us very much. 

That’s why in 2007, Congress took several steps to try to change our energy fu- 
ture. For example. Congress increased the fuel efficiency standards for cars, trucks 
and vans for the first time in 32 years. As someone who worked very hard with Sen- 
ators Feinstein and Stevens to help us find an agreement, I am very proud of this 
achievement. I know our efforts laid the groundwork for future efficiency increases 
hy the Administration. 

In 2007, Congress also amended the Clean Air Act hy more than doubling the do- 
mestic hiofuel mandate to 36 billion gallons by 2022. We included new incentives 
for advanced fuels that were better for the environment and were not derived from 
the food we eat or the food our chickens and cattle eat. Since 2007, we have seen 
a change in the energy trend lines — and our energy future looks better than it has 
in decades. 

Today, for the first time in two decades we are producing more oil than we are 
importing. That’s because production at home has increased, consumption has gone 
down and biofuel use has increased — replacing oil-based fuels. And finally today, we 
are seeing the first commercial scale advanced biofuel facilities being built — pro- 
viding an alternative to traditional corn ethanol. 

To keep us on the path toward a brighter, greener energy future, I believe it is 
important for this country to continue to invest in biofuels — especially in advanced 
biofuels. I believe the Renewable Fuel Standard is a crucial policy tool to keep these 
investments flowing. Biofuels done right are crucial to our energy security, but we 
cannot ignore the unintended consequences of increasing our biofuel mandates. 

Supporting investments in the next generation of renewable fuels, while still pro- 
tecting our environment and economy is no small feat, but it can be achieved. I look 
forward to today’s discussion to see how we can strike that balance. 

And on that note, I look forward to having an open and thoughtful dialog with 
our witnesses and colleagues today. 

Senator Boxer. Senator, thank you so much. 

And finally. Senator White house. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 

Senator Whitehouse. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Rhode Island has some exciting companies that operate in this 
space. We have Newport Biodiesel, which takes basically res- 
taurant waste and turns it into useable fuel. We have BioProcess 
Algae which is running a plant right now in Shenandoah, Iowa and 
it grows algae off of the carbon waste of an ethanol plant and it 
can turn either into more fuel for ethanol manufacture or, if the 
algae is right, you can grow lipid rich algae that can actually be 
pressed out for oil that can be turned into fuel. So, there is great 
opportunity here in very exciting technologies, and I look forward 
to the hearing. 

I am glad that we stuck with the ElO. I join with Senator Roger 
Wicker in supporting that. Rhode Island has a marine economy and 
the marine engines simply do not operate well at higher levels of 
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ethanol, and when you are out in the ocean that is no time to be 
messing around with your engine. So, I thank the EPA on their re- 
sponsiveness on that. 

I do think we need to reconsider the value of ethanol, particu- 
larly ethanol produced in coal-fired facilities as a carbon value as 
opposed to adding to our carbon hazard. And I am looking forward 
to discussing the diesel standards which seem improbably low and 
I look forward to an explanation as to how EPA got there. 

So, thank you for holding the hearing. This is an area where I 
think technology is going to open up vast new markets and oppor- 
tunities and we need to make sure we are setting the rules in a 
way that supports those emerging technologies. 

Thanks. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. Senator. 

Senator Sessions, we are glad you joined us. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF SESSIONS, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

Senator Sessions. Good morning. 

I believe that we do need to evaluate where we are with ethanol. 
I have supported that in the past and was very confident about cel- 
lulosic research and development possibilities. Things like algae 
and other products of that kind I thought were going to be coming 
on line sooner than they have. In fact, we had some prospects in 
Alabama I was very excited about, talked to President Bush about. 
But they were not accurate, they did not produce and it is not 
workable. 

Those numbers, actually, from that process were utilized by en- 
ergy, I guess, or EPA energy, to estimate what we could receive 
from cellulosic ethanol. Cellulosic has an advantage because it does 
not utilize the kind of crop land that corn-based ethanol does. AP 
has had a very thorough article within the last few weeks in which 
it raises fundamental questions about the environmental benefits 
of corn-based ethanol. 

You just have to look at that. You break up land. I know where 
I grew up in Alabama land that was in timber is now being re- 
turned to farmland because of prices and, I assume, ultimately 
driven by some of the ethanol requirements. 

So, I think it is time for us to review these regulations. I support 
backing off the higher numbers and I wonder really whether we 
can sustain the mandates that we have and maybe we should look 
to phase those out and the subsidies in the time to come. That 
might be the best thing environmentally, it might be the best thing 
economically. 

Madam Chairman, this is an important issue. Thank you for 
having the hearing and I look forward to really learning more be- 
cause I do not pretend to know all the answers. 

Senator Boxer. Senator, thank you. That is a unique comment 
for a Senator to make. 

[Laugher.] 

Senator Boxer. It is very refreshing, to tell you the truth. 

We are going to now get started. We are going to end this panel 
at 10:15 a.m., so we will go as far as we can go with the questions. 
I hope colleagues will understand. If you do not get your question 



74 


answered, you will go first in asking a question to the next panel 
because we will have to stop at 11 a.m. 

So, we are going to get started with our panel No. 1, Mr. Chris 
Grundler, Director, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, 
United States EPA, and Mr. Steven Chalk, Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary for Renewable Power, Office of Energy Efficiency and Re- 
newable Energy, United States Department of Energy. 

So, welcome, Mr. Grundler. 

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER GRUNDLER, DIRECTOR, OF- 
FICE OF TRANSPORTATION AND AIR QUALITY, OFFICE OF 

AIR AND RADIATION, U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

AGENCY 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you very much. Chairman Boxer, Ranking 
Member Vitter and other members of the Committee. I appreciate 
the opportunity to testify today on the Renewable Fuel Standard 
Program. 

The RES Program began in 2006, as has been mentioned, under 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The program’s requirements were 
then modified by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 
2007. EISA established new volume standards for renewable fuel, 
reaching a total of 36 billion gallons by 2022, including 21 billion 
gallons of advanced biofuels. 

The revised requirements also included a number of new provi- 
sions including greenhouse gas emissions thresholds. After an ex- 
tensive notice and comment process, EPA finalized regulations to 
implement the EISA requirements. Those regulations went into ef- 
fect in July 2010, and we have since been focused on implementing 
the program. 

EISA requires EPA to publish annual standards for four different 
categories of renewable fuels: total, advanced, biomass-based diesel 
and cellulosic. These standards apply to obligated parties which are 
typically refiners and fuel importers. 

On November 29 of this year, EPA published in the Federal Reg- 
ister a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that would establish the an- 
nual RES volume requirements for 2014. For reasons explained in 
detail in the notice, EPA is proposing to use authorities granted 
under the Clean Air Act to adjust the required total and advanced 
volumes for 2014 below the targets laid out in the statute. 

Our proposed rulemaking includes a detailed discussion of what 
is known as the ethanol blend wall. In the years between when 
Congress created the RES Program and today, production and use 
of renewable fuels has grown rapidly. At the same time, however, 
fuel economy improvements and other factors have resulted in 
lower gasoline consumption than what was projected at that time. 
As a result, obligated parties are now facing the ElO blend wall 
where the country’s gasoline fuel pool is saturated with ethanol at 
the 10 percent level a few years earlier than initially projected. 

If gasoline demand continues to decline, as is currently fore- 
casted, increasing the amount of ethanol used in the fuel pool will 
require greater use of gasoline blends with higher ethanol contents. 
Examples of such blends are E15 and E85. There are limitations 
in the market, however, to the increased use of these higher blends 
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including limits on fueling infrastructure and the number of vehi- 
cles that can operate on such fuel blends. 

In light of these factors, EPA is using authorities granted under 
the law to propose adjustments to the RES statutory 2014 volume 
requirements. Our objective in doing so is to balance the broader 
goals of the program, including the long-term growth in renewable 
fuels, against these constraints that exist in the market and fuel 
system today. 

Our approach applies two different authorities in the law that 
permit EPA to reduce volumes of advanced biofuel and total renew- 
able fuel below the statutory volumes. When the Administrator 
lowers the required volume of cellulosic biofuel below the target, 
EPA also has the authority to reduce the volumes of advanced 
biofuel and total fuel by the same or a lesser amount. The Adminis- 
trator can also reduce the required volumes of renewable fuel 
under the general waiver authority under certain conditions, in- 
cluding if the Administrator makes a determination of inadequate 
domestic supply. 

Our 2014 proposal uses a combination of these two authorities to 
reduce volumes of both advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel. 
The proposed volumes for 2014 are as follows. For cellulosic biofuel, 
17 million gallons, biomass-based diesel, 1.28 billion, advanced 
biofuel, 2.2 billion gallons, and total renewable fuel, 15.21 billion 
gallons. 

The proposal also includes volume ranges for each biofuel cat- 
egory. Including these ranges reflects our recognition of the inher- 
ent uncertainty in developing projects for biofuel use as well as 
provide stakeholders the ability to comment and provide data on a 
range of volumes and any other factors that should inform these 
ranges. 

The 2014 proposal includes a lengthy discussion and analysis 
about the proposed adjustments to these categories and seeks pub- 
lic comment on several alternative approaches to setting the total 
and advanced fuel standards. We think that our proposed frame- 
work for determining appropriate volumes of total renewable fuel 
and advanced biofuel would simultaneously address the ethanol 
blend wall as well as the limitations in availability of qualifying re- 
newable fuels. Our intent is that the approach would allow for 
long-term growth in renewable fuels while recognizing current con- 
straints in the marketplace. 

The proposed rulemaking is now open for public comment. The 
comment period runs for 60 days from publication which ends Jan- 
uary 28, 2014. 

Just last week we held a public hearing on the proposal where 
we heard testimony from over 130 stakeholders demonstrating the 
high amount of interest in this policy and the diversity of fuels. 

I see my time is up, so I am glad to be here and I look forward 
to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Grundler follows:] 
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Christopher Grundler 
Director 

Office of Transportation and Air Quality 
Office of Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 
December 11, 2013 

Written Statement 

Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter and other members of the Committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to testify on the subject of the Renewable Fuel Standard program, 
which lays a foundation for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and reducing America's 
dependence on imported oil by growing our nation's renewable fuels sector. 

Overview of the Renewable Fuel Standard Program 

The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program began in 2006 pursuant to the 
requirements in Clean Air Act (CAA) section 211{o) which were amended by the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (EPAct). The statutory requirements for the RFS program were subsequently 
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modified through the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 {EISA). These provisions 
established new year-by-year volume standards for renewable fuel that generally must be used 
in transportation fuel, reaching a total of 36 billion gallons by 2022. This total includes 21 billion 
gallons of advanced biofuels, comprising 16 billion gallons of celluiosic biofuel, and at least 1 
billion gallons of biomass-based diesel, with the remainder consisting of "other" advanced 
biofuels. The revised statutory requirements also included new definitions and criteria for both 
renewable fuels and the feedstocks used to produce them, including greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission thresholds. Advanced and celluiosic biofuel must achieve at least a 50 and 60 percent 
reduction, respectively, in lifecycle greenhouse gases compared to the 2005 baseline average 
gasoline or diesel fuel that it replaces. 

On March 26, 2010, in response to EISA, EPA promulgated regulations to implement 
these revisions to the national Renewable Fuel Standard program. These regulations were 
developed in collaboration with refiners, renewable fuel producers, and many other 
stakeholders. In developing the regulations, EPA applied the best available science, conducted 
peer reviews on new analytical methodologies, and carried out extensive analyses to 
Implement EISA's complex and challenging statutory provisions. The regulatory requirements 
went into effect on July 1, 2010, and apply to domestic and foreign production of renewable 
fuels used in the United States. EISA requires that each year EPA publish the annual standards 
for use of total, advanced, biomass-based diesel, and celluiosic renewable fuels that apply to 
obligated parties, which are typically refiners and importers of gasoline and diesel. 
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Proposed Required Volumes for 2014 

On November 29, EPA published in the Federal Register' a notice of proposed 
rulemaking that would establish the annual RFS volume requirements for 2014. In this action, 
EPA proposed to set the required cellulosic volumes at a level significantly below the statutory 
volumes and to maintain the biomass-based diesel volume at the level finalized for 2013. In 
addition, for reasons explained in detail in this notice, EPA is proposing to use authorities 
granted under the Clean Air Act to adjust the required total and advanced volumes for 2014 
below the targets laid out in the statute. 

The proposed rulemaking includes a detailed discussion of what is known as the ethanol 
"blend wall." Today, nearly all gasoline sold across the United States contains ten percent 
ethanol by volume, commonly referred to as ElO. In the years between when Congress created 
the RFS program and today, production and use of renewable fuels has grown rapidly, but fuel 
economy improvements and other factors have resulted in lower gasoline consumption than 
what was projected to occur at the time EISA was enacted. Because of those factors, obligated 
parties are now facing the ElO blend wall, the point at which the gasoline fuel pool is saturated 
with ethanol at the 10 percent level, a few years earlier than initially projected. 

If gasoline demand continues to decline, as is currently forecasted, increasing the 
amount of ethanol used in the fuel pool will require greater use of higher ethanol blends such 
as E15 and ESS, or other fuels which don't have such blending limitations. At the present time, 
however, there are a number of factors that limit the use of these fuels, including the 
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infrastructure available for distributing, blending, and dispensing renewable fuels, as well as 
appropriate vehicles in the fleet that can consume various renewable fuels, such as fiex-fuel 
vehicles (FFVs). As a result, using flexibilities built into the law, EPA is proposing to adjust some 
of the statutory 2014 volume requirements in order to align the program with these current 
fuel system constraints. EPA discussed the possibility of taking such action in the rulemaking 
that finalized required volumes under the RFS program for 2013. There, EPA briefly discussed 
the challenges posed by the ElO blendwall and the higher statutory volume requirements for 
2014 and noted that we anticipated proposing adjustments to the 2014 volume requirements 
to establish volume requirements that are reasonably attainable in light of such considerations. 


The proposal Includes a lengthy discussion and analysis associated with making 
adjustments to the RFS program's renewable fuel categories and seeks public comment on 
several alternative approaches to setting the total and advanced fuel standards described 
herein. The proposal also includes volume ranges for each biofuel category. Including volume 
ranges reflects the agency's recognition of the inherent uncertainty in developing projections 
for biofuel use and provides stakeholders the ability to comment and provide data on a range 
of volumes and those factors that influence those ranges. 

Our approach applies two different authorities in the statute that permit EPA to reduce 
volumes of advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel below the volumes specified in the 
statute. When the Administrator lowers the applicable volume of cellulosic biofuel below the 
volume specified in the Clean Air Act, EPA also has the authority to reduce the applicable 
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volumes of advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel by the same or a lesser amount. The 
Administrator can also reduce the applicable volumes of renewable fuel under the general 
waiver authority provided by the CAA under certain conditions, including if the Administrator 
makes a determination of "inadequate domestic supply," This proposal uses a combination of 
these two authorities to reduce volumes of both advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel. 

With regard to the specific volumes, the proposed rulemaking proposes the following 
volumes: for celluiosic biofuel, 17 million gallons (range of 8-30 million gallons); biomass-based 
diesel, 1,28 billion gallons; advanced biofuel, 2.20 billion gallons (range of 2.00-2.51 billion 
gallons), and renewable fuel, 15,21 billion gallons (range of 15.00-15.52 billion gallons). 

Celluiosic Biofuel. For celluiosic biofuel, the statute specifies that EPA is to project the 
volume of production and must base the celluiosic biofuel standard on projected available 
volume if it is less than the applicable volume set forth in the Act. The celluiosic biofuel industry 
continues to transition from research and development and pilot scale to commercial scale 
facilities, leading to increases in overall production capacity. Celluiosic biofuel generation from 
the first commercial scale celluiosic biofuel facility began in March 2013. A second facility 
began producing fuel in July 2013 with several others expected to follow in 2014. Based on the 
information we have received from various celluiosic biofuel companies, our conversations with 
other government agencies, and EPA's own engineering judgment we are projecting that 8- 30 
million ethanol-equivalent gallons of celluiosic biofuel will be available in 2014, and we are 
proposing a required volume of 17 million gallons. The approach to determining the celluiosic 
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biofuel standard for 2014 is consistent with a ruling in January 2013 by the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, 


Biomass-based Diesel. While the Clean Air Act specifies the volumes of biomass-based 
diesel through year 2012, it directs the ERA to establish the applicable volume of biomass- 
based diesel for years after 2012, The rulemaking proposes to maintain the applicable volume 
of 1.28 bill gallons for biomass-based diesel for 2014. Under the statute's system of nested 
biofuel categories, biomass-based diesel can be used to help meet the volume requirement for 
advanced biofuel. As discussed in the proposal, ERA believes providing obligated parties the 
discretion to choose the appropriate method to comply with their advanced biofuel volume 
requirement is likely to be the most efficient way to achieve the advanced biofuel volume 
requirements given the market circumstances present in 2014, While the proposed standard 
for 2014 is 1.28 billion gallons, in developing the total advanced standard - a component of the 
total renewable standard - ERA used a range of potential biodiesel volumes, with an upper end 
of 1.6 billion gallons. ERA examined a number of factors in establishing that range. There is 
some uncertainty regarding a few of these factors which is one of the reasons ERA is seeking 
additional data and comment on alternative approaches to establishing the range. 


Advanced Biofuel and Total Renewable Fuel. Since the RES program was amended in 
2010, ERA has considered reductions in the advanced and total renewable fuel authorized 
under the statute's cellulosic waiver provisions. In the past we have focused primarily on the 
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availability of advanced biofuels in determining whether reductions in the advanced and total 
renewable fuel standards were also appropriate. The total volume of ethanol that could 
reasonably be available and supplied to vehicles as either ElO or higher blends was not a 
limiting factor in years prior to 2014, However, for 2014, the total volume of ethanol that can 
be consumed, and the total volume of non-ethanol renewable fuels that could reasonably be 
available, are together expected to be less than the volume requirements established in EISA 
for advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel. To address this, EPA is proposing reductions in 
the volume requirements for these categories of renewable fuel. 

We believe that our proposed framework for determining appropriate volumes of total 
renewable fuel and advanced biofuel would simultaneously address the ethanol blendwall and 
limitations in availability of qualifying renewable fuels. For total renewable fuel, we would 
project the volume of ethanol that could reasonably be consumed as ElO and higher ethanol 
blends, and would add to that the volume of all non-ethanol renewable fuels that could 
reasonably be expected to be available. For advanced biofuel, we would sum the ethanol- 
equivalent volumes of the cellulosic biofuel requirement, the biomass-based diesel 
requirement, and the additional non-ethanol advanced biofuels that could reasonably be 
expected to be available and be consumed. The additional non-ethanol advanced biofuel 
volume includes volumes of biomass-based diesel beyond the 1,28 billion gallon biomass-based 
diesel standard. Our proposed methodology includes projected ranges that encompass the 
most likely outcomes, in recognition of the uncertainty surrounding various variables, and we 
propose several approaches to determining the most likely value within a given range for the 
final rule. 
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The proposed rulemaking is now open for public comment for a period of 60 days from 
publication, which ends January 28, 2014, We have already held a public hearing on the 
proposal on December 5 where we had the opportunity to hear from multiple stakeholders. 
EPA recognizes that the RFS volume standards are important to a wide variety of stakeholders, 
and we look forward to their active engagement on the proposal and to receiving new data. 

Finally, EPA also received several petitions from regulated parties to partially waive the 
statutory volumes for 2014 and set them below the volumes specified in the statute. In an 
action separate from the Federal Register notice proposing the 2014 volumes, EPA published a 
second Federal Register notice seeking comment on these petitions. This will also be open for 
public comment for 60 days from publication, until January 28, 2014. Given the high degree of 
overlap between the substance of the rulemaking proposal and the waiver petitions, we expect 
that a determination on the substance of the petitions will be issued at the same time that EPA 
issues a final rule establishing the 2014 RFS standards. 

Other Ongoing Work 

EPA is also doing considerable work to evaluate and qualify new advanced and cellulosic 
biofuels to support the Congressional goals of the RFS program. We have established a process 
to evaluate new biofuels for use in the RFS program and already have approved a significant 
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number. In addition, we have received a number of petitions requesting evaluation of new 
biofuel production processes. 

EPA is also working with stakeholders to improve implementation of the RFS program. 
Compliance under the RFS program is demonstrated through the use of Renewable 
Identification Numbers (RINs), which document the production and distribution of renewable 
fuel. Obligated parties supported the use of RINs to provide them added flexibility in meeting 
the RFS standards. In February 2013, EPA proposed to establish a voluntary quality assurance 
program for verifying the validity of RINs. This voluntary program was proposed after receiving 
extensive input from the oil and renewable fuels industries and is intended to improve RIN 
market liquidity and efficiency and improve the ability of renewable fuel producers to sell their 
RINs. EPA hopes to finalize this program early next year. 

Conclusion 

With the approaches discussed in the 2014 proposal, EPA's intention is to put the RFS 
program on a manageable trajectory that will support continued long-term growth in 
renewable fuels. EPA is inviting comment on all aspects of the proposed rulemaking, and we 
have specifically asked stakeholders to provide us relevant and up-to-date data and information 
on the many issues discussed in the proposal concerning the production and use of various 
kinds of renewable fuels. EPA looks forward to continued engagement with our stakeholders as 
we work in consultation with the Departments of Agriculture and Energy toward the 
development of a final rule. 
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Again, 1 thank you for the opportunity to serve as a witness at this hearing for the 
Committee. 
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Environment and Public Works Committee Hearing 
Oeecmber 1 1, 2013 

Follow-Up Questions for Written Submission 

Que stions for Christopher Gr undler. Director. Office ofT ra nsportalion and Air Quality 
Questions from: 

Senator Barbara Boxer 

1, The Renewable Fuel Standard was designed, in part, to incent infrastructure investments 
in renewable fuels use by creating a stable and expanding market for such fuels. How will 
era's Proposed 2014 Volume Standards incenlivize expanded renewable fuels 
infrastructure in the U.S.? 

Answ er : The proposal recognizes the current limitations on renewable fuel production 
and consumption, while establishing a methodology for setting future standards that will 
support the opportunity for growth of renewable fuel use over time. The proposed 2014 
volumes were based on an estimate of all ethanol that could reasonably be expected to be 
consumed in 2014, including considerable growth in the assumed consumption of E85 in 
FFVs compared to 2013. As a result, the proposed volumes were set at a level beyond the 
estimated ElO blendwall. The proposed 2014 volumes also included all cellulosic biofuel 
and all non-ethanol advanced biofuel projected to be reasonably available in 2014. As the 
use of renew'ahle fuels continues to ri.se, the infrastructure necessary to support them will 
continue to expand as well. The F.PA rvill evaluate all comments it received on the 
proposed rule in preparing a final rule establi.shing the 2014 RFS standards. 

2 . Can you please explain the specific steps the EPA has taken to address individual cases 
ofRlN fraud? What agency's actions have been taken to prevent future cases of RIN 
fraud? 


Answer : I'he EPA has initiated and continues to pursue criminal investigations tmd civil 
enforcement proceeding.s against the companies suspected of fraud and violations of the 
RFS regulations. The focus of the EPA's enforcement efforts has been on the parties that 
actually generated invalid RtNs. However, once those invalid RINs are in circulation, 
they continue to be used, and their use for compliance with Renewable Volume 
Obligations is prohibited by the RFS regulations. Fa address this issue, the EPA's Office 
of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance has issued Interim Enforcement Response 
Policies to provide a streamlined approach to allow parties who used invalid RINs to 
correct their violations without the EPA commencing a forma! enforcement action. To 
date, the EPA ha.s entered Administrative Settlement Agreements w'ilh 39 companies to 
resolve violations arising from their use of invalid RINs, 

To help prevent future cases of RIN fraud, on July 2, 2014, the EPA issued a final rule to 
establish a voluntary quality assurance program for verifying the validity of RINs under 
the RFS program. The goals of the program arc to promote greater liquidity in the RIN 
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market in a way that assures reasonable oversight of RIN generation and to assure use of 
the required renewable fuel volumes. 
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Senator Max Baucus 

1 . Did EF’A review the change in market conditions for the oi! sector or the renewable fuc! 
sector if your proposed 2014 blending targets were to be adopted? What are the results of 
these analyses? 

Answer : The EPA proposed to utiliw the general waiver authority provided by section 
2 1 1 (o)( 7) to reduce the volumes of renewable fuel otherwise required by statute based on 
“inadequate domestic supply.” This does not provide the EPA with authority to waive the 
standards based on changes in market conditions for the oil or renewable fuel sectors, and 
such analyses were not earned out for the proposal. The EPA did conduct a thorough 
analysis of the projected ability for the market to produce and consume renewable fuels 
in 2014, and that analysis does look at various factors relevant to the fuels market, 
including both renewable and non-renewable fuels. 

2. How do you believe your proposed 2014 blending targets will affect the status of 
infrastructure investments to deliver renewable fuels? 

■Aii'Swer : The proposal recognizes the current limitations on rcnew'able fuel production 
and consumption, while establishing a methodology for setting future standards that will 
support the opportunity for growth of renewable fuel use over time. The proposed 2014 
volumes were based on an estimate of all ethanol that could reasonably be expected to be 
consumed in 2014, including considerable growth in the assumed consumption of E85 in 
FFVs compared to 2013. As a result, the proposed volumes were set at a level beyond the 
estimated ElO blendwall. The proposed 2014 volumes also included all cellulosic biofuel 
and all non-ethanol advanced biofuel projected to be reasonably available in 2014. As the 
use of renewable fuels continues to rise, the infrastructure necessary to support them will 
continue to expand as well. The EPA will evaluate all comments it received on the 
propo.sed rule in preparing a final rule establishing the 2014 RFS standards. 

3. How does EPA analyze the effects of the interaction between its annual blending targets, 
review and approval of new feedstock pathways, and other complementary federal 
programs such as loans, loan guarantees, and grants from the Departments of Energy and 
Agriculture? 

Answer : The EPA proposes and finalizes applicable volume requirements on an annual 
ba.si.s, and the standards the EPA proposed in November 2013 apply to the 2014 calendar 
year. To the extent additional pathways are approved, and potential renewable fuel 
volumes change as a result of other government programs, the EPA will reflect this in the 
final 2014 standards and in future rules establishing annual standards. 


4. What has EPA done to address individual cases of RIN fraud and other potential 

manipulation in the RIN market as well as what systemic steps you have taken to address 
these is.sues? 
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Answer : The EPA has inhiatcd and continues to pursue criminal investigations and civil 
enforcement proceedings against the companies suspected of fraud and violations of the 
RFS regulations. The focus of the EPA’s enforcement efforts has been on the parties that 
actually generated invalid RINs. Mowever, once these invalid RIN.s are in circulation, 
they continue to be used, and their use for compliance with Renewable Volume 
Obligations is prohibited by the RFS regulations. To address this issue, the EPA’s Office 
of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance has issued Interim Enforcement Response 
Policies to provide a streamlined approach to allow partie.s who used invalid RINs to 
correct their violations without the EPA commencing a formal enforcement action. To 
date, the EPA has entered Administrative Settlement Agreements with 39 companies to 
resolve violations arising from their use of invalid RINs. 

To help prevent future cases of RIN fraud, on July 2. 2014, the EPA issued a final rule to 
establish a voluntary quality assurance program for verifying the validity of RINs under 
the RFS program. The goals of the program are to promote greater liquidity in the RIN 
market in a way that assures reasonable oversight of RIN generation and to assure use of 
the required renewable fuel volumes. 

Several media articles in the fall of 2013 proposed a possible link between RIN price 
increases and speculation and manipulation of the RIN market by financial institutions. 
However, data from the EPA’s Moderated Transaction System (EMTS) continue to show 
that the only parties with more than one percent of the market arc obligated parties with 
renewable volume obligations in excess of one percent. The EPA monitors the program's 
implementation and the RIN market, engaging on a regular basis with the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of Energy, as well as the U.S. Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission (CFTC). which has regulatory jurisdiction over RIN futures 
markets. 


is it legal to use El 5 in a motorcycle? 

Answer : No. The El 5 waiver was only for 2001 and later model year light-duty vehicles 
and trucks. The EPA denied the El 5 waiver request for motorcycles in the first El .‘i 
Partial Waiver decision due to a lack of data demonstrating that E 1 5 would not cause or 
contribute to the failure of emission controls over motorcycles' full useful lives. The EPA 
also prohibited the sale and use of El 5 in motorcycles in the El 5 Misfueling Mitigation 
Rulemaking due to concerns over the potential harm to motorcycles’ entission controls. 
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Senator '['homas R, Carper 

1 . Mr. Grundler, can you tell the Committee what the EPA has done to increase 
transparency in the RIN markets? Does the EPA intend to do more? Are there tools that 
could help the agency increase transparency that are not legally available to you now? 

Answer : The EPA has taken a number of steps to enhance and increase the data 
transparency of the RIN tracking system and continues to investigate additional steps. 

The EPA is implementing a program with a number of features designed by the agency to 
provide data transparency, consistent with agency obligations regarding the treatment of 
submissions that are claimed to be confidential business information. Transactional 
information reported to the EPA Moderated Transaction System by RIN generators, RIN 
buyers and sellers, and obligated parlies is typically claimed as confidential business 
information (CBI). In most cases, material claimed as CBI may not be made available to 
the public until a final confidentiality determination (40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B) finds that 
it is not entitled to be claimed as CBI. In the absence of a final determination, the EPA 
treats such material as confidential unless its governing regulations provide otherwise. 
There is a considerable amount of publicly available information related to renewable 
Fuel and RIN data on the EPA website, including RIN generation and renewable fuel 
volume production by month and by fuel type, available RINs to date, RIN retirements by 
fuel category and RIN separation by condition (e.g., whether separation was by an 
obligated party, a blender, an exporter, or a producer). We are exploring ways to increase 
the amount of data related to RINs that we publish on our website. 

2. Mr. Grundler, under EPA’s analysis in the recent 2014 proposed rule, the EPA has 
determined there is not the available infrastructure to handle the increased levels of 
biofuels required under the Clean Air Act. If the EPA adjusts the RFS downward to meet 
the current infrastructure, what drives new investments in infrastructure to handle future 
volume requirements? Can you tell the Committee, how does this nation get past the 
blendwalt under the current proposal? How can this country incentivize the increased 
investments in E85 pumps, E15 pumps and vehicles that are optimized for future ethanol 
blends? 

Answer : The proposal recognizes the current limitations on renewable fuel production 
and consumption, while establishing a methodology for setting future standards that will 
support the opportunity for growth of renew-able fuel use over time. The proposed 2014 
volumes were based on an estimate of all ethanol that could be reasonably be expected to 
be consumed in 2014, including considerable growth in the assumed consumption of F,85 
in FFVs compared to 2013. As a result, the proposed volumes were set at a level beyond 
the estimated ElO blendwail. The proposed 2014 volumes also included all cctlulosic 
biofuel and ail non-ethanol advanced biofuel projected to be reasonably available in 
2014. As the use of renewable fuels continues to rise, the infrastructure necessary to 
support them will continue to expand as w'ell. The EPA will evaluate all comments it 
received on the proposed rule in preparing a final rule establishing the 20 1 4 RFS 
standards. 
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3. Currently, car companies are starting to make adjustments to meet Tier 3 emissions 
standards. Can you tell the Committee if the EPA is working with indu.stry to incentivize 
the production of vehicles that can run on future ethanol blends? If not, why not? 

Answer : Since the 1980s, a major incentive to produce ethanol flexible fuel vehicles 
(FFVs) has been the availability of credits under the Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) program. Through the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007, 
incentives for F'FVs are phased down over time. Under the EPA's greenhouse gas (GMO) 
emissions standards for light-duty vehicles, automakers can achieve GHG emissions 
credits equivalent to the CAFE credits through 20 15. Beginning in 2016. GHG emissions 
compliance for ethanol FFVs will be based on demonstrated emissions performance on 
both gasoline and E85, and a determination of the fractions of time that FFVs would use 
gasoline and E185. Our Tier 3 final rulemaking contains a provision allowing vehicle 
manufacturers to request approval for an alternative certification fuel such as a 30 percent 
ethanol by volume blend (E30) for vehicles that may be optimized for .such fuel. 

4. Many small and mid-range refineries do not have the capabilities to blend and must buy 
many or all of their RINs on the market. As a result, high and volatile RIN prices have 
had a large impact on these refineries. As the RFS continues, what can be done - if 
anynhing - to assist these .smaller refineries? 

Answer: The RFS program as established by EPAct and amended by EISA exempted 
.small refineries from the renewable fuel standards until calendar year 201 1. After this 
initial period, the statute allows that small refineries may, on a case-by-ease basis, 
petition the EPA for an extension of their exemption. The EPA may approve such 
petitions if it finds that disproportionate economic hardship exists. The EPA continues to 
implement these provisions. We have acted on four petitions and are reviewing an 
additional ten for the 2013 compliance period. 

5. Do you believe your proposal will impact future advanced biofuel inveslment.s - if not, 
wh)' not? 

Answer : The intent of our proposal was to support ongoing growth in the use of 
advanced biofuels. Since the proposal was released, we have met with multiple 
stakeholders to listen to their input on the proposed rule and to solicit any new and 
relevant data that should be factored into setting the volume standards for 2014. We arc 
currently evaluating the over 300,000 comments we received on the 2014 RFS proposal, 
and we arc assessing any new data that we have received on the availability of advanced 
biofuel. We will take this new input on advanced biofuels into account in our final rule. 


6 



92 


Senator Benjamin L. Cardin 

1 . Are the challenges of the blend wall the primary driver behind the proposed reduction in 
2014 RVO (renewable volume obligations)? 

Answer : The EPA proposed reductions to advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel 
from the statutory volumes due to the practical realities of the current marketplace and 
infrastructure constraints, as well as the shortfall in the available supplies of advanced 
biofuels to meet the statutoty volumes. .Although we have made significant progress 
towards the statute’s goal of increased renewable fuel use under the RF.S program, 
cellulosic biofuel production has lagged far behind the volumes established in EISA. This 
has led to an overall shortfall in the advanced biofuel volumes in 2014. In addition, the 
gasoline market is now saturated with ElO, and the opportunities for sales of higher 
ethanol blends such as E85 are limited by the available infrastructure and by other 
factors. 

Using flexibilities built into the law, the EPA is proposing to adjust some of the volume 
requirements set by Congress for 2014 to align the program with the projected ability ol’ 
the market to supply and consume renewable fuels. The EPA is required to set standards 
for tlie RFS program each year, and the law allows the EPA to make adjustments to the 
law’s targets under certain circumstances. 

a. Is ethanol the fuel additive that causes blend wall problems? 

■Answer : Yes, ethanol i.s the fuel additive that the EPA has been addressing when 
di,scussing the “ElO blendwall.” 

b. Do biodiesel and advanced “drop-in” biofuels contribute to the blend wall problems? 
Answer : Biodiesel and “drop-in” biofuels do not contribute to ElO blendwall issues. 

2. Since the advanced biofuel industry generated 3.2 billion gallons worth of RINs in 2013 
and most of these fuels do not contribute to the blend wall problem, why is EPA 
proposing to reduce the advanced biofuel volumes for 2014 to 2.2 billion gallons? 

Answer : The intent of our proposal was to support ongoing growth in the use of 
advanced biofuels. Since the proposal was released, we have met with multiple 
stakeholders to listen to their input on the proposed rule and to solicit any new and 
relevant data that should be factored into setting the volume standards for 2014. We are 
currently evaluating the over 300,000 comments which w-e received on the 2014 RFS 
proposal, and we are assessing any new data that w'e have received on the availability of 
advanced biofuel. We will take this new input on advanced biofuels into account in our 
final rule. 

3. Could you explain how the Monte Carlo system EPA proposes will reflect the actual 
gallons being produced? 
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Answer : i he Monte Carlo method was used in the proposal to combine different sources 
of renewable fuels, all with different ranges of potential volumes and levels of 
uncertainty, into a single estimate of potential volume for 2014. The inputs into Ihe 
Monte Carlo analysis included information on actual renewable fuel production. These 
inputs will be updated for the final rule to account for more recent information on actual 
production. 

4. Will the mean you are proposing most likely always under estimate actual production? 

Answer : Tire use of the mean accounts for the uncertainty inherent in making projections 
of future production, distribution, and consumption capabilities. Thus the mean is equally 
likely to over-estimate or under-estimate future production. Moreover, the use of a 
volume higher than the mean as the basis of the applicable standards would increase the 
likelihood of non-compliance due to insufficient supply. 

5. If the biomas.s-based diesel pool produced around 1 .7 billion gallons why is EPA 
proposing the mandates to be kept at 1.28 for both 2014 and 2015? 

Answer : While the applicable biomass-based diesel (BBD) standard in 2013 was 1.28 
billion gallons, the biodiesel industry produced significantly more than the 1.28 billion 
gallon standard because it was profitable for them to do so. There are a number of factors 
that inlluenced this production level, such as the biodiesel tax credit and high ethanol 
prices, which allowed biodiesel to be competitive in meeting the advanced and total 
standards in the context of the ElO blendwall. There was also strong demand for 
biodiesel in other countries in 2013, leading to high leveks of export that are not reflected 
in the use of production volumes alone, fo the extent dial these or other favorable market 
conditioms exist in 2014. the biodiesel industry w'ould again benefit from production in 
excess of 1.28 billion gallons. 

The proposed BBD standard was set at a level intended to balance the many dilTerent 
factors the EPA is required to consider when setting this standard. Furthermore, even 
though w'e propo.sed to maintain tlie BBD standard at 1.28 billion gallons, we also 
proposed to use biodie.scl volumes above 1.28 billion gallons in setting the advanced 
biofuel standard. It is important to understand that the 1.28 billion gallon standard is a 
minimum - it is a floor, rather than a cap. Biodicitcl production could continue to exceed 
the level of the BBD standard and compete with other advanced biofuels iu meeting the 
advanced biofuel .standard. Just as it successfully did in 2013. The EPA is in the proce.s.s 
of review'ing the comments received on the proposal and gathering additional data and 
information. This will be reflected in the standards for the final rule. 

6. Why has EPA struggled over the last several years in moving new pathways for biofuels 
as well as updating the general rules governing the biofuels industry? 

An.sw er : The EPA already has approved a significant list of advanced and cellulosic 
biofuels under the RFS program. Please sec: 

htip: 'w wv s-cna.ein 'oUmT'uels/i'cncvvablefuels'ncw -palhwai ^ i E 2-p::UlnMi\ s- 
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detcrmmations. h tm . We have also established a process to evaluate new biofuels for use 
in the RFS progrtun, and we are actively engaged with stakeholders to expand the number 
of approved renevvabie fuel pathways. In June 2013, we issued a proposed rule that will 
expand the opportunity for the use of additional advanced biofuels, including cellulosic 
fuels from certain types of biogas. The agency will continue to evaluate additional fuel 
pathways under the program to support attaining the goals of the RFS program. 

However, the RFS program is facing new and different issues on an ongoing basis as the 
renewable fuels market continues to evolve and grow. In order to carry out its 
responsibilities, the agency has shiflcd re.sources from other program areas to the extent 
possible, but declining agency resources has made this difficult. To address some of these 
challenges, on March 13 the EPA posted a program announcement about activities that 
we arc undertaking to improve the petition process for new fuel pathways. Considering 
resource limitations, we will be setting priorities with respect to petition reviews, such as 
focusing on pathw'ays that can contribute to meeting the cellulosic biofuel 
volumes. During the improvement process, the EPA intends to continue reviewing 
pending petitions that are high priority, and pending petitions for which substantial 
modeling has already been done, 

7. What happens to the proposed cellulosic mandate for 2014 if EPA completes its 
Pathways Two Rule after you announce the RVOs? 

a. Won’t millions of gallons have been added that are known to be coming but are not 
included in the target? 

Answer : The EPA proposed to incorporate potential cellulosic volumes only from 
any new pathway.s that are finalized prior to issuing the final 2014 standards. The 
EPA issued the Pathways 2 final rulemaking on July 2, 2014, and will account for the 
volumes associated with thc.se new approved pathways in our rule to finalize the 2014 
volumes and percentage standards. 

X, What consideration is EPA giving to the negative market signals to advanced biofuel 
industry investment community that may result from the proposed reductions to the 
advanced biofuel volumes for 2014? 

.Answer : The intent of our proposal was to support ongoing growth in the use of 
advanced biofuels. Since the pro|x>sal was released, we have met with multiple 
stakeholders to listen to their input on the proposed rule and to .solicit any new and 
relevant data that should be factored into setting the volume standards for 2014. We are 
currently evaluating the over 300,000 comments w'hich we received on the 2014 RFS 
proposal, and we are assessing any new data that we have received on the availability of 
advanced biofuel. We will take this new input on advanced biofuels into account in our 
final rule. 
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9. If the blend wall is the primary driver for the proposed RVO, why is EPA cutting 40% for 
Advanced Biofuels olTthe 2007 statutory requirement and less than 10% for corn 
ethanol? 

Answer : The EPA proposed reductions to advanced biofuel and total renewable fuel 
from the statutory volumes due to the practical realities of the current marketplace and 
infrastructure constraints, as well as the shortfall in the available supplies of advanced 
bioluels to meet the statutory volumes. Although we have made significant progress 
towards the statute’s goal of increased renewable fuel use under the RFS program, 
cellulosic biofuel production has lagged far behind the volumes established in EISA, iliis 
has led to an overall shortfall in the advanced biofuel volumes in 2014. In addition, the 
gasoline market is now' saturated with ElO, and the opportunities for sales of higher 
ethanol blends such as ESS arc limited by the available infrastructure and by other 
factors. 

The EPA proposed to waive the advanced biofuel standard to a level that could be met 
without exacerbating the ElO blendwall. This resulted in roughly equal reductions of 
about 1,5 billion gallons for both conventional (non-advanced) biofuel and advanced 
biofuel. At the same lime, the EPA sought comment on two other approaches to setting 
the advanced biofuel standard. One would increase and the other decrease the proportion 
of advanced biofuel to conventional biofuel compared to the proposal. The EPA is in the 
process of reviewing the comments received on the proposal and gathering additional 
data and information. This will be reflected in the standards for the final rule. 


10. Is the conventional etlianol sector now' mature enough at tlie ElO blend wall to no longer 
need the artificial support of a RFS mandate? 

Answer : The RPA does not have a position on that question. Congress directed the EPA 

to administer the RFS program and our current focics is on implementation. 

1 1 . Why doesn't the EISA waiver process (Section 2n(o)(7)(B)) need to be amended to 
better protect livestock and poultry producers by having hard triggers on feedstock 
supplies and prices? 

Answer : Congress directed the EPA to administer the RFS program and our current 
focus is on implementation. The EPA does not have a position on whether the Section 
2 1 !(o)(7) waiver process needs to be amended. 

12. What guarantees can EPA provide consumers who own and operate lawnmowers, 
generators, boats and cars that they will not mis- fuel? 

Answer : El 5 pumps will he clearly labeled in accordance with the conditions placed on 
the K15 panial waivers and the labeling provisions of the El 5 Misfucting Mitigation 
Rulemaking to help ensure that consumers will not inadvertently mi.sfuel vehicles, 
engines and equipment not covered by the El 5 partial waivers. 
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13. As the statute requires increased volumes of ethanol in the fuel supply, what guarantees 
will consumers have that they will be able to purchase EO and ElO at an affordable price? 

Answer : The market will determine what renewable fuels are used to meet the renewable 
fuels standard, what blends are marketed, and at what prices. While ElO is now 
ubiquitous, EO will be supplied to markets where consumers demand it. In our proposed 
rule for the 2014 RFS volumes, w'e asked for more information on the volume ofEO 
currently used in the gasoline pool. 

14. Do you fee! that a label simply notifying the consumer of an E15 pump, a label that 
doesn’t even warn of the potential hazards of misfueling, provides the adequate 
assurances again.s’t misfueling? 

Answer : The EPA requires that the EIS label include language warning consumers that 
the misfueling of vehicles, engines, and equipment not covered by the El 5 partial 
waivers may cause damage to those engines. The EPA worked closely with labeling 
experts at the Federal Trade Commission and affected industry stakeholders tlirough the 
E15 Misfueling Mitigation Rulemaking process to ensure that effective misfueling 
mitigation measures were developed. The EPA continues to believe that the misfueling 
mitigation measures adopted after extensive public engagement are reasonable, 
appropriate and sufficient to address El 5 misfueling concerns. 

15. If the majority of ethanol plants are failing to achieve the greenhouse gas reduction for 
ethanol, how confident arc you that the industry will meet future greenhouse gas 
reduction requirements? 

Aiiiiwer : The Clean Air Act exempt facilities that commenced construction prior to 
enactment of the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act from the otherwise 
generally applicable 20% minimum greenhouse gas reduction threshold for renewable 
fuels. The .statute also docs not require that these facilities make upgrades in order to 
achieve the 20% threshold. However, industry surveys suggest that dry mill ethanol 
plants in the United Slates arc becoming more efileient. The EPA has received a number 
of petitions from corn ethanol plants requesting qualification for the generation of 
renewable tuel RINs based on the use of efficient processing technologies that can reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. To date, the EP.A has reviewed and approved eight of these 
petitions for com ethanol plants that use standard dry mill technologies, suggesting other 
corn ethanol plants could meet the greenhouse gas requirements using currently available 
technologies. 

16. By your a.sscssment, has the body of scientific work published .since 2005 indicated that 
the overall environmental and human health impacts of corn ethanol are now' more 
.significant tind widespread than previously thought? 

Answer : The EPA has not performed a comprehensive a.sscssment of the entire body of 
scientific work since 2005. However, a number of different organizations have as.se.s.sed 
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(and continue to examine) the impacts of the RFS program on human health tuid the 
environment, including the impacts of corn ethanol. In 2012, the EPA issued a Report to 
Congress on the environmental impacts of tlie RFS program, as required by the Energy 
independence and Security Act (EISA’s Section 204 Report), Congress also required the 
National Academies to review the RFS program, and the National Research Council 
is,sucd their report in 201 1 (Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and 
Environmental Effects of US. Biofuel Policy). Those reports provide a starting 
assessment of the environmental impacts of biofuels and the RFS program. For example, 
the reports concluded that much of the environmental impact of biofuel production 
depends on the feedstock used. For example, feedstocks that require more water or more 
fertilizer are likely to have a greater impact on the environment. 

In the regulatory impact analysis that accompanied the “Regulation of Fuels and Fuel 
Additives: Changes to Renewable Fuel Standard Program; Final Rule” (RFS2 final rule) 
in 2010, the EPA analyzed the criteria pollutant air quality and related health impacts of 
RFS2 volumes in 2022, compared to both volumes required by RFSl and compared to 
those projected by AEO 2007. This analysis projected increases in population-weighted 
annual average ambient PM and ozone concentrations, which in turn lead to health 
impacts such as premature mortality. In that same analysis, the EP.A also projected that 
ethanol made from corn starch contributed to greenhouse gas emission reductions 
through 2022. The EPA is also continuing its analysis to support the “anti-backsliding 
study,” which Clean Air Act sections 21 l(q) and (v) direct the EPA to conduct to 
determine whether required renewable fuel volumes will adversely impact air quality. 
That analysis will be based on the EPA’s most recent data on the effects of ethanol on 
vehicle and engine emissions. 
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Senator Kirsten E. Gillibrand 

1 , Currently, the USDA provides resources and support for biofuel infrastructure and 
development through programs like the Biomass Crop Assistance Program (BCAP). For 
2014, EPA has proposed lower renewable volume obligations for refiners and importers 
of petroleum based gasoline or diesel fuel despite the production of more biofuel than 
originally anticipated. Can you explain the impact that this reduction will have on 
advanced biofuel production activities funded by BCAP and on rural economies? 

Answer : The EPA has been engaged with USDA from the outset of our regulatory 
development process for the R.FS program since 2005. However, the EPA would defer to 
USDA with regard to specific activities funded by the USDA BCAP program. 

2. Eleven States and the City of New York have implemented or proposed using more 
biodie.sci for all diesel fuel and/or heating oil sold in those regions. This increased 
demand for biodiesel suggests an expanding market for biodiesel producers. Why then is 
the 2014 proposed biodiesel production target set below the projected 1.28 billion gallon 
production estimate for 2014? How will this proposed reduction impact the emerging 
biodiesel market in New York Stale and New York City? 


Answer : While the applicable biomass-based diesel (BBD) standard in 2013 was 1.28 
billion gallons, the biodiesel industry produced significantly more than the 1.28 billion 
gallon standard because it was profitable for them to do so. There are a number of factors 
that influenced this production level, such as the biodiesel tax credit and high ethanol 
prices, which allowed biodiesel to be competitive in meeting the advanced and total 
standards in the context of the ElO blcndwall. There was also strong demand for 
biodiesel in other countries in 2013, leading to high levels of export that are not reflected 
in the use of production volumes alone. To the extent that these or other favorable market 
conditions exist in 2014, the biodiesel industry would again benefit from production in 
excess of 1 .28 billion gallons. 

The proposed BBD standard was set at a level intended to balance the many different 
factor.s the EPA is required to consider when setting this standard. Furthermore, even 
though we proposed to maintain the BBD standard at 1 .28 billion gallons, we also 
proposed to use biodiesel volumes above 1.28 billion gallons in setting the advanced 
biofuel standard, it is important to understand that the 1.28 billion gallon standard is a 
minimum - it is a floor, rather than a cap. Biodiesel production could continue to exceed 
the level of the BBD standard and compete with other advanced biofuels in meeting the 
ads'anced biofuel standard, just as it successfully did in 2013. Thus, if finaii^ed, the 
proposed 2014 standards should continue to support the growlh in the emerging biodiesel 
market not only in New' York State and New York City, but across the country. The EPA 
is in the proces.s of reviewing the comments received on the proposal and gathering 
additional data and information. This w'ill be reflected in the standards for the final rule. 
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Senator David Vitter 

1. The Energy Information Administration estimated the following for U.S. consumption of 
ethanol: 12.9 billion gallons in 2010, 12.9 billion gallons in 201 1, and 12.9 billion gallons 
in 2012. It maybe around 13 billion gallons for 2013. Given your Agency’s 2014 
proposed RVO, what is EPA ’ s projection of ethanol consumption in 2014? 

Answer : In the 2014 volume rule proposal, the EPA estimated ethanol consumption for 
2014 would be 13.0 Bgal, comprised of 12.9 Bgal of ElO and 180 Mgal though sales of 
E85. 

2. Does EPA’s proposed 2014 RVO actually cut corn ethanol consumption from where vve 
are this year (2013)? 

Answer : No. Actual domestic con,sumption of ethanol in 2013 wa.s about 1 3 billion 
gallons, the same as the EPA has proposed for conventional (non-advanced) biofuel in 
2014. However, there is no specified volume requirement under the RF,S program 
specilrcally for corn ethanol. 

3. Please describe EPA’s authority to reduce the advanced mandate by the amount of the 
celiulosic mandate and why EPA decided to exercise that authority in the proposed 2014 
RVO. 

Answer : If the Administrator waives the celiulosic biofuel standard. Section 2 1 1 (o)(7) of 
the Clean Air Act allows the Administrator to reduce the level of die advanced and total 
renewable fuel standards by up to the same amount. The EPA projected volumes of all 
non-ethanol advanced biofuel that were reasonable to believe would be produced in 2014 
at the time the proposal was developed. This volume fell short of the advanced biofuel 
standard otherwise required by the statute, prompting the EPA to propose to waive the 
standard to the projected level. The EPA is in the process of reviewing the comments 
received on the propo,sai and galliering additional data and information. This will be 
reflected in the standar ds for the final rule. 

4. Please describe how EPA concluded that the blend wall exists. 

Answer : 1 he ElO blend wall is defined as the point at which the gasoline fuel pool is 
saturated with ethanol at the 10 percent level in order to meet the RFS standards. Based 
on our analysis of all relevant data, we determined that this limit was reached in 2013. 

5. If EPA were to promulgate increased volumes (higher values) for ethanol in 20 1 4 (closer 
to statutory levels), how much E85 would be necessary to achieve such blending 
requirements? How much E85 is currently being used? 

Answer : In the proposal, it was estimated that about 1 00 million gallons ol E8.5 would be 
consumed in 2013. If the 2014 statutory volume of 18.15 billion gallons for total 
renewable fuel were not waived, total consumption of E85 would likely need to be many 
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times higher than 100 million gallons. However, the RI'S mandates need not be met with 
only ethanol. As a re.sult, there is no single answer to this question, 

6. Since July of 20 10 EPA recorded the price of every RIN transaction. How does that 
square with comments that RlNs are really free? Are RfNs really free? 

Answer : RINs are generated upon production of renewable transportation fuels and are 
required to be sold with the fuel by the producer. The price paid in this situation is for 
both the value of renew'able fuel itself and the value of the RIN that comes with it. 

7. Was EPA's El 5 testing protocol .specifically designed to test more than the emissions 
control system on MY2001 cars, or were the parameters limited to the emissions control 
device with only observations on the rest of the car? 

Answer : The test data and other information that the EPA relied upon in reaching its 
w'aiver decisions came from a number of sources that in many cases evaluated the 
potential impacts of El 5 on vehicle characteristics beyond .simply emissions 
performance. The EPA did not conduct testing specifically to evaluate the El 5 waiver 
request. The EiPA issued its El 5 partial waiver decisions which allow model year 2001 
and new'er light-duty motor vehicles to use gasoline containing up to 15 volume percent 
ethanol (El 5) based on an extensive review of all relevant scientific and engineering 
information. .Across the approximately 30 studies the EPA used to support its waiver 
decisions, which includes the comprehensive work conducted by the Department of 
Energy (DOti). no fuel-related issues regarding fuel system compatibility or engine 
durability arose when the fuel systems and/or engines were operated or tested on E 1 5. 
Taken together, these studies represent the operation of hundreds of vehicles over 
millions of miles on El 5 under real world and testing conditions without issue. More 
specific to the EPA’s authority to grant waivers under section 21 1(f)(4) of the Clean Air 
Act, model year 2001 and newer light-duty motor vehicles continued to meet applicable 
federal emissions standards over the vehicles’ full useful lives when operated and tested 
on E15. 

8. Why were the 201 3 and 20 1 4 rules so late? W'hat mea.sures are being taken to ensure the 
rules come out on time in future years? 

Answer : The RFS touches a range of complex environmental, energy and agricultural 
issues, and public comment adds to the timelines for issuing such standards. The EPA is 
currently considering how to improve our internal regulatory processes in order to meet 
established deadlines. The EPA will be engaging our interagency partners and will 
identify any areas that could be streamlined for a more efficient and timely promulgation 
of future rules. 

9. Does EPA have an estimate for the total cellulosic capacity under construction? Doe.s 
EPA have an estimate for the total other advanced (non-biomass based diesel/non- 
cellulosic) capacity under construction? 
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Answer : For the 2014 annual standards proposal, the EPA has projected cellulosic 
biofuel and total advanced biofuel production for 2014. While the EPA tracks ongoing 
developments in biofuel production, our focus for the annual rulemakings is on potential 
production volume for the calendar year in question. The EPA does not track closely the 
many other facilities in varying states of construction that may be relevant in future years. 

10. Please describe the key assumptions behind the Monte Carlo analysis used for the 
proposed 2014 RVO and in particular the cellulosic numbers. Why is this process more 
accurate, particularly when considering the production numbers for 2013 and the fact that 
the cellulo.sic industry is on track to reach only 1 1% of the target set in August? 

Answer : The volume projections presented in the proposal were based on a facility-by- 
facility assessment, consistent with the approach used in previous years. The Monte Carlo 
analysis was used as a means to address uncertainty in the projections from the various 
different facilities and combine them into an overall range of potential volumes for 2014. 
Such an approach was not necessary for 2013, as there were only two companies with 
potential volumes for 2013, but we believe it wall help to improve the accuracy of 
projections for 2014 and beyond. 

1 1. In California, due to the state’s Tow Carbon Fuel Standard, Brazilian ethanol is apriinary 
compliance mechanism. What impact will your rule have on California’s Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard? 

Answer : Sugarcane ethanol qualifies as an advanced biofuel under the RFS program, and 
it has historically been imported into the U.S,, with the majority coming from Brazil. We 
understand that Brazilian ethanol is also used to comply with California’s Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard (LCFS). The EPA has not conducted an analysis assessing the impact our 
proposed RFS standards for 2014 would have on California’s LCFS. 

12. During EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy's nomination process, she was asked if EPA 
was considering or had plans to establish a Low Carbon Fuels Standard and the response 
was negative. Is that still the case? 

Answer : At the lime, the Administrator responded that the agency is not considering nor 
does it currently have any plans to establish a Low Carbon Fuel Standard under the Clean 
Air Act. That answer is still correct. 
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Senator Roger F. Wicker 

1 . Despite the Tact that ethanol cannot be added to diesel fuel - and biodiesel cannot be 
added at more than 5% - the total renewable volume obligation for refiners includes both 
their gasoline and diesel production. Has the EPA considered how this disproportionately 
affects refiners who produce more diesel than gasoline? 

Answer : This is an issue that we proposed and sought comment on in "Regulation of 
Fuels and Fuel Additives: Changes to Renewable Fuel Standard Program; Final Rule” 
(RFS2 final rule) in 2010. Refiners overwhelmingly supported an approach that based 
their obligations on the sum of their gasoline and diesel production rather than applying 
standards separately to gasoline and diesel. 

Since the RFS standards in both EPAct and EISA are generally neutral wdth respect to the 
type of renewable fuel used and not a simple mandate for ethanol to be blended into 
gasoline or biodiesel into die.sel fuel, there is no clear component that applies specifically 
to gasoline or diesel fuel. The possible exception is the biomass-ba.scd diesel standard. 
However, the biomass-based diesel standard is a subset of the advanced arid total 
standards. The RFS program is also neutral with respect to the type of rene wable fuel 
used, in what concentration, and in replacing what transportation fuel (or heating oil or jet 
fuel). Consequently to allow any qualifying renewable ftiel (ethanol, biodiesel, renewable 
diesel, biogas, biobutanol, etc.) used to replace any transportation fuel, heating oil or jet 
fuel to be used to demonstrate compliance, the EP.^ designed the RFS regulations 
centered around the flexibility afforded by the use of RTNs. RlNs generated upon the 
production of a renewable fuel arc then used to demonstrate compliance. This enables 
obligated parties (refiners and importers) to comply regardless of whether they produced 
gasoline, diesel or both. 

2. Studies conclude that gasoline with 15 percent ethanol, or El 5, can cause premature 
engine damage and reduce fuel efficiency. A number ofauto manufacturers have already 
said warranty coverage would not apply to vehicle damage resulting from ga.soline with 
the higher blend of ethanol. What are the risks of expanded u.se of E-15 to automakers 
and gasoline-using equipment? 

Answer : Based on the test data and the engineering analysis on which the El 5 partial 
waiver.s W'erc based, the EPA believes that there are no risks to the emission.s control 
systems of model year 2001 and newer light-duty vehicles (i.e., vehicles in w'hich El 5 
may be used per the partial waiver decisions) fueled with El 5. For model year 2000 and 
older motor vehicles and all nonroad vehicles, engines, and equipment (collectively 
"nonroad products”), the EPA concluded in its El 5 waiver decisions and the El 5 
Mtsfucling Mitigation rulemaking that E15 use in these vehicles and engines may harm 
their emissions controks. Through the conditions on the El 5 waivers and through the E 1 5 
Misfueling Mitigation Rulemaking, the EPA implemented several misfueling mitigation 
measures to limit the risk of El 5 use in model year 2000 and older vehicles and nonroad 
products. 
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3. Can you please comment on whether EPA has considered the significant volatility in the 
grain markets caused by the renewable fuel mandates, specifically addressing com 
prices? 

Answer : The EPA acknowledges that the RFS can influence corn prices, although it is 
important to note that there are many different factors that affect corn and other grain 
prices, and thereby influence price volatility. The RFS program itself is neutral with 
respect to the type of renewable fuel used and from what feedstock it is derived as long as 
the fuel meets the definitions provided in the Clean Air Act. In the RFS final rule, the 
EPA estimated that the increase in renewable fuel volumes needed to meet the RFS2 
requirements would result in an increase in U.S. corn prices of approximately 8 percent 
by 2022. 
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Senator Deb Fischer 

1 . Until the Agency issued its proposed rule establishing 2014 Renewable Volume 
Obligations under the RFS, EPA's consislenl and carefully balanced implementation of 
the RFS has previously provided cellulosic and advanced biofuel developers and 
investors with the confidence that iflhev can produce these hioi'uels. there will be a 
marker for them. This has helped biofuel producers overcome the challenges in meeting 
production goals due to innovation scale-up and perfecting first-of-a-kind technology. 1 
have heard from advanced biofuel producers who say that your propo.sal breaks the 
fundamentals of the RFS by eliminating the certainty around the market for their product. 
Given this, where do you see the industry going in the next few years given the 
devastating impact that the Agency’s proposed rule would have on the sector if adopted? 
Please explain the most important mechanism you see in your proposed rule that will 
continue to drive investment in the advanced biofuels space. 

An.swer : The intent of our proposal was to support ongoing growth in the use of 
advanced biofuels. Since the proposal was released, we have met with multiple 
stakeholders to listen to their input on the proposed rule and to solicit any new and 
relevant data that should be factored into setting the volume standards for 2014. We are 
currently evaluating the over 300,000 comments which we received on the 2014 RFS 
proposal, and w'e are as.ses.sing any new data that we have received on the availability of 
advanced biofuel. We will take this new input on advanced biofuels into account in our 
final rule. 

2. Due to regulatory delays within EPA, a number of producers and investors continue to 
w'ait for evaluation and approval of their RFS feedstock pathways. Phis in turn prevents 
from scaling up to commercial production of cellulosic and advanced biofuels. 

a. Is EPA on track with its approval of enough diverse feedstock pathways to ensure that 
producers from all regions of the country' can help us meet our RFS goals? 

An.swer : We have already approved a diverse set of feedstock pathways but continue 
to add to this list. Please see: httn:/,'www.cD a.gov/otaa,tfucl.s/rene wahlefuels/new- 
Dalhwav.s.trfs2-nat h w3 vs-dele rmination s.htm . 

b. Mow many pathways has the Agency approved, and what is the average length of 
time it takes for a new applicant to receive approval? 

Anssver : llic EPA considers a fuel pathway to be a unique combination of a 
feedstock, fuel production technology and type of fuel. Using this definition, the EPA 
has approved over 200 renewable fuel pathways as eligible to generate RINs. The 
average review time for completed petition determinations has been 1 .S months. 

c. How can EPA expedite additional pathway approval in the near future, so U.S. 
companies can continue to deploy innovative technologies aitd produce the additional 
voluine.s necessary to meet our cellulosic and advanced biofuel volume goals? 
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Answer : In March of this year, tlie EPA announced an initiative to improve the 

petition process for new fuel pathways, including several elements: 

• Undertaking a “Lean” government exercise to improve the quality, transparency 
and efficiency of our internal review processes. 

• Developing improved guidance for petitioners, including step-by-step instructions 
and application templates for different types of petitions. 

• Launching a more automated review process for petitions using previously 
approved feedstocks and well know'n production process technologies (e.g., dry 
mill ethanol plants). 

3. What steps has EPA taken to address RIN fraud? 

Answer : The EPA has initiated and continues to pursue criminal investigations and civil 
enforcement proceedings against the companies su.spected of fraud and violations of the 
RFS regulations. The focus of the EPA’s enforcement efforts has been on the parties that 
actually generated invalid RINs. However, once these invalid RINs are in circulation, 
they continue to be used, and their use for compliance with Renewable Volume 
Obligations is prohibited by the RFS regulations. To addres.s this issue, the EPA’s Office 
of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance has issued Interim Enforcement Response 
Policies to provide a streamlined approach to allow parties who used invalid RINs to 
correct their violations without the EPA commencing a formal enforcement action. To 
date, the EPA has entered Administrative Settlement Agreements with 39 companies to 
resolve violations arising from their use of invalid RINs. 

To help prevent future cases of RIN fraud, on July 2, 2014, the EPA issued a final rule to 
establi.sh a voluntary quality assurance program for verifying the validity of RINs under 
the RFS program, fhe goals of the program are to promote greater liquidity in the RIN 
market in a way that assures reasonable oversight of RIN generation and to assure use of 
the required renewable fuel volumes. 
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Senator Boxer. OK. And we will put the rest of your statement 
in the record. 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. Mr. Steven Chalk. 

STATEMENT OF STEVEN CHALK, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY FOR RENEWABLE POWER, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EN- 
ERGY 

Mr. Chalk. Thank you, Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member 
Vitter, Chairman Carper, Ranking Member Sessions and members 
of the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the De- 
partment of Energy’s work on renewable fuels. 

As part of the President’s sustained all-of-the-above approach to 
American energy, the Department is working to develop a diversity 
of advanced fuel and vehicle technologies that can secure our en- 
ergy future and provide consumers with greater choice with the 
goal of saving energy, reducing costs and addressing climate 
change. 

As Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Office of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy, I am responsible for overseeing DOE’s 
portfolio of renewable energy research, development, demonstration 
and deployment. The Department supports the goal of the Renew- 
able Fuel Standard to increase biofuel production and use and is 
investing and research, development and demonstration to help 
bring next generation biofuels online. This an important component 
of the Department’s work to leverage partnership between the pri- 
vate and public sectors, to deploy cleaner fuels, including advanced 
batteries and fuel cell technologies, in every transportation mode. 

Today, I will address DOE’s Bioenergy Technologies Office’s role 
and progress in transforming our renewable biomass resources into 
commercially viable, high performance biofuels and bio-products. 

While the majority of the ethanol in the U.S. fuel market today 
is starch based, DOE is making important strides in the dem- 
onstration and early commercialization of non-food based cellulosic 
ethanol which can be used to displace gasoline for light duty vehi- 
cles. Over the past 10 years, breakthroughs in biomass 
pretreatment and enzymes have helped reduce the model costs of 
cellulosic ethanol from over $13 a gallon in 2001 to approximately 
$3.25 per gallon, and this is on a gasoline equivalent basis. 

This model costs reflects the current status of the technology and 
includes projected learnings and refinements that are validated 
through early commercialization-scale demonstrations. 

DOE and the bioenergy community are now leveraging the cel- 
lulosic ethanol research success to accelerate the cellulosic and 
algal drop-in biofuels that can be used to substitute for petroleum- 
based gasoline, diesel and jet fuel. Successful R&D investments in 
cellulosic ethanol have provided the foundational knowledge and 
capabilities at universities, national laboratories and industry to 
develop the more challenging bio-based hydrocarbon fuels. 

These drop-in hydrocarbon biofuels are advantageous because 
they are largely compatible with the existing infrastructure to de- 
liver, blend and dispense the fuels. Also, drop-in fuels can be used 
in heavy duty vehicle applications, aviation, home heating oil and 
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other transportation modes to displace diesel and jet fuel in addi- 
tion to gasoline. 

Through research and development demonstration, DOE seeks to 
contribute significantly to making cellulosic and algal-based drop- 
in biofuels cost competitive with petroleum-based fuels. Our goal is 
to develop a sustainable pathway to achieve a model cost of $3 per 
gallon by 2017 and by 2022 validate multiple technology pathways 
which means various sustainable feedstocks and conversion proc- 
esses. 

doe’s biofuels demonstration and deployment activities focus on 
integrated bio-refineries. As of September of this year, we have 24 
active projects, 17 of which are either under construction or in op- 
eration. These competitively awarded projects are cost-shared by 
industry so that taxpayer investments are reduced. 

These first-of-a-kind projects at the pilot demonstration and pio- 
neering commercial scales validate the key technical and economic 
performance parameters which inform our future R&D investments 
and provides information on the technologies’ commercial readi- 
ness. With the first pioneer-scale demonstration facility producing 
initial product in 2013, it is expected that additional commercial- 
scale facilities will come online in 2014. 

doe’s renewable fuels and transportation technologies portfolio 
benefits consumers, reduces greenhouse gases, reduces our depend- 
ence on oil and keeps America competitive and on the cutting edge 
of clean transportation energy technologies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss these issues, and I wel- 
come any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chalk follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter, and Members of the Committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to discuss the Department of Energy’s (DOE's) work on renewable fuels. 

As part of the President's sustained, all-of-the-above approach to American energy, the 
Department is working to develop a diversity of advanced fuel and vehicle technologies that 
can secure our energy future and provide consumers with greater choice with the goal of saving 
energy, reducing costs and addressing climate change. 

As Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), I 
am responsible for overseeing DOE's portfolio of renewable energy research, development, 
demonstration, and deployment activities. 

Biofuels have an important role to play in increasing our energy security, fostering rural 
economic development, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation 
sector. The Department supports the goal of the Renewable Fuels Standard to increase biofuel 
production and use, and is investing in research, development, and demonstration (RD&D) to 
help bring next-generation biofuels on line. This is an important component of the 
Department's work to leverage partnerships between the private and public sectors to deploy 
cleaner fuels, including advanced batteries and fuel cell technologies, in every transportation 
mode. 

The transportation sector accounts for approximately two-thirds of the United States' oil 
consumption and contributes to one-third of the Nation's greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.'' 

Net expenditures for imports of crude and petroleum products have been hundreds of billions 
of dollars every year. After housing, transportation is the second biggest annual expense for 
most American families.^ Improving fuel efficiency of vehicles and developing alternative fuels 
represents one of the best opportunities we have to reduce our dependence on oil and lower 
our transportation costs. The economic, national security and environmental costs of our 
existing vehicles and transportation infrastructure make developing advanced, more fuel- 
efficient vehicles and alternative fuels an imperative for the Nation. 

Today, I will address DOE's role and progress in the research, development and demonstration 
of advanced biofuel and associated vehicle technologies. 


* http://www.eia.gov/t 0 talenergv/data/ 3 nnuai/Decss diaeram.cfm and 
http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/aeo/tablebrowser/(irelease=AE02012&subject=0-AE02012&table=17- 
AE02012&region=l-0&c3ses=ref2012-d020112c 
^ http://www.bis.gov/news-reiease/ce 5 an.nrO.htm 
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VEHICLE PROGRESS AND EFFORTS 

Biomass is a direct, near-term alternative energy resource for supplying liquid transportation 
fuels to the nation. Starch-based ethanol is a well-established commodity fuel with wide market 
acceptance through low- level blends in conventional vehicles and at higher blends in flex-fuel 
vehicles. The vast majority of the ethanol in the U.S. fuel market today is starch-based ethanol, 
as cellulosic ethanol technology is currently moving towards early commercialization, in the 
United States, nearly all gasoline is now blended with ethanol, up to 10% by volume (known as 
ElO). 

In November 2010 and January 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued partial 
waivers that permit the use of gasoline containing up to 15% ethanol by volume (or E15j in 
model-year 2001 vehicles and newer. DOE worked closely with EPA to provide data needed to 
determine the potential impact of E15 on compliance with vehicle and engine emission 
standards established under the Clean Air Act. Using DOE and other test data, EPA ultimately 
determined that E15 may be introduced into commerce for use in model year 2001 and newer 
passenger vehicles. This means that EPA has approved the use of E15 for about 65 percent of 
the passenger vehicles on the road, vehicles that are estimated to account for more than 70% 
of the miles driven.^ 

DOE estimates approximately 6 percent (14 million out of approximately 237 million) of 
passenger vehicles on the road today are already manufactured to be compatible with blends 
up to 85 percent ethanol. Roughly 20 percent of new vehicle sales are also E85-compatible, 
though the infrastructure to dispense high-level ethanol blends such as E85 is not widely 
available.^ DOE estimates that the incremental cost of manufacturing vehicles to be E85- 
compatible is in the range of S50-$100/vehicle.^ 

PROGRESS ON ADVANCED BIOFUELS 

The Department of Energy's Bioenergy Technologies Office aims to develop and transform our 
renewable biomass resources into commercially viable, high performance biofuels and 
bioproducts through targeted RD&D supported through public-private partnerships. 


* Vehicle fleet age modeling by Argonne National Laboratory using the VISION model on December 4, 2012. Using 
VISION AEO 2013 Base Case, September, 2013. Available at: 
www.transportation.anl.gov/modeline simulation/VISION/ 

^ There were 2,637 stations dispensing ESS as of Nov. 25, 2013. See: 
http://www.afdc.energv.gQv/fuei5/stati0ns counts.html 
"R.L. Polka Co. 
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Cellulosic Ethanol 

Celluiosic ethanol, like starch-based ethanol, can be used to displace gasoline for light duty 
vehicles. Through research and development (R&D) efforts, the cost of converting cellulosic 
biomass to fuel ethanol is becoming competitive. Over the past ten years, breakthroughs in 
biomass pretreatment and enzymes have helped reduce the modeled costs of cellulosic ethanol 
produced via biochemical conversion from over $13.40 per gallon gasoline equivalent in 2001 
to a modeled mature technology, wholesale finished fuel cost of less than $3.26 per gallon 
gasoline equivalent.^ After DOE successfully demonstrated technologies to produce cost- 
competitive cellulosic ethanol in FY 2012— the culmination of two decades of conversion 
technology R&D— the first pioneer scale demonstration facility produced its initial product in 
2013. 

Drop-In Fuels 

DOE and the bioenergy community are now leveraging cellulosic ethanol RD&D successes to 
accelerate cellulosic and algal "drop-in" biofuels technologies that can be used to displace 
petroleum-based gasoline, diesel and jet fuel. Successful RD&D investments in cellulosic 
ethanol have provided foundational knowledge and capability at national laboratories, in 
industry and at universities to develop the more challenging bio-based gasoline, diesel, and jet 
fuels, "Drop-in" hydrocarbon biofuels are advantageous because they are largely compatible 
with existing infrastructure to deliver, blend, and dispense fuels. Also, "drop-in" fuels can be 
used in heavy duty vehicle applications, home heating oil, and other transportation modes to 
displace diesel and jet fuel in addition to gasoline. Through RD&D, DOE seeks to contribute 
significantly to making cellulosic "drop-in" biofuels competitive with petroleum-based fuels, 
achieving a modeied mature-technology wholesale finished-fuel cost of renewable gasoline, 
diesel and jet fuel of less than $3.00 per gallon by 2017,^ and validate multiple technology 
pathways (i.e. a diversity of feedstocks and conversion options) by 2022. 

EERE's conversion R&D is focused on developing technologies to convert feedstocks into 
commercially viable liquid transportation fuels, as well as bioproducts. Moreover, EERE's 
feedstock supply R&D is focused on developing technologies to provide a reliable, affordable, 
and sustainable biomass supply. This R&D is conducted in partnership with the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) and DOE's Office of Science and the Advanced Research Projects Agency- 
Energy (ARPA-E). EERE's primary focus is on feedstock resource assessment, feedstock logistics 
(i.e,, harvesting, storage and transportation) and algal feedstock supply R&D, 

' See: http://www.nrel.gQv/docs/fvl4osti/60663.Ddf 

At $3.00 per gallon, DOE estimates that these biofuels would be approximately cost-competitive with equivalent 
petroleum-based fuels produced at a crude oil price of $100 per barrel. 
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Integrated Biorefineries 

doe's biofuels demonstration and deployment activities focus on Integrated Biorefineries, As of 
September 2013, the Bioenergy Technologies Offices has 24 active biorefinery projects, 17 of 
which are either under construction or in operation. These competitively awarded projects are 
cost-shared by industry so that taxpayer investments are reduced. The objective of these first- 
of-a-kind technology projects at pilot, demonstration, and pioneer commercial scales is to 
validate key technical and economic performance parameters. The critical data from these 
various demonstrations then feeds back to inform our future R&D investments and provides 
information on the technologies' commercial readiness. 

With the first pioneer scale demonstration facility producing initial product in 2013, it is 
expected that additional commercial scale facilities will come online in 2014. DOE has played a 
major role in development of technology and scale up in four commercial scale biorefineries 
either complete or under construction. Once these plants successfully pass through 
commissioning and start up phases, they are expected to produce up to 80 million gallons per 
year of advanced biofuels during steady-state operations. Pilot-scale, demonstration-scale, and 
pioneer, first-of-a-kind commercial-scale integrated biorefineries are critical components of the 
Federal government's efforts to advance the commercialization of biofuels from non-food 
sources by validating the technical, environmental and economic goals necessary for cost- 
competitive production. 

Intra-DOE and Interagency Support 

Within DOE, programs in HERE, the Office of Science, ARPA-E, and the Loan Guarantee Program 
have all made coordinated investments in next- generation biofuels technologies. DOE also 
works closely with EPA, USDA, the Department of Defense, the Department of Transportation's 
Federal Aviation Administration and other Departments and agencies to accelerate U.S. use of 
renewable fuels. 

CONCLUSION 

With efforts like DOE's bioenergy technology development program, the Department believes 
the United States can position itself as a leader in the global clean energy sector. Working with 
industry and state and local partners from across the country, DOE's renewable fuels and 
transportation technologies portfolio will benefit consumers, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
improve national security through reducing our dependence on oil, and keep America 
competitive and on the cutting edge of clean transportation energy technologies. Thank you 
again for the opportunity to discuss these issues, and I welcome any questions. 
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QUESTION FROM SENATOR BOXER 

Ql. Can you please provide an explanation of DOE’s E15 fuel testing and the testing results 
that supported the Environmental Protection Agency’s approval of £15 for use in motor 
vehicles? 

A1 . The Department conducted robust testing of the potential effects of El 5 and E20 on vehicles 
and engines. This work included an examination of emissions, catalyst and engine durability, 
drivability and operability, and materials compatibility, and covered both automobile engines 
as well as smaller engines. The catalyst durability study — which represented about half of the 
spending, included 86 vehicles driven more than six million miles, used more than 300,000 
gallons of fuel, and included about 1,000 emissions tests. A subset of vehicle engines (18) 
were tom down after completion of the testing and no unusual fuel-related damage or 
accelerated wear was found in those engines operated on El S or E20. 

The primary criterion for new fuel or fuel additive approval specified in the Clean Air Act is 
whether the candidate fuel damages the emissions control systems of vehicles over their full 
useful life (currently 120,000 miles). The Department’s test program used the Standard Road 
Cycle, a test cycle specified in EPA regulations in the CFR for aging vehicles to full-useful 
life. Statistical analysis of the test fleet emissions results showed that aging vehicles with 
ethanol blends did not affect emissions changes over time differently than aging with EO. The 
Department also conducted studies of the immediate emissions effects, drivability of vehicles, 
fuel system materials compatibility, and operability and durability of engines. 


1 



114 


QUESTION FROM SENATOR CARPER 

Ql. Under EPA’s analysis in the recent 2014 proposed rule, the EPA has determined there is 
not the available infrastructure to handle the increased levels of biofuels required under 
the Clean Air Act. If the EPA adjusts the RES downward to meet the current 
infrastructure, what drives new investments in infrastructure to handle future volume 
requirements? Can you tell the Committee, how does this nation get past the blend wall 
under the current proposal? How can this country incentivizc the increased investments 
in ESS pumps, E15 pumps, and vehicles that are optimized for future ethanol blends? 

Al. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) recognizes that the blend wall is a critical issue for the 
biofuels industry. Under cost-shared partnerships with industry, DOE has made significant 
investments to catalyze the commercialization of advanced cellulosic ethanol technologies by 
demonstrating several pioneer commercial-scale bioiefineties. As these plants come on line, 
investors will have the cost and technical data necessary to decide whether to build additional 
supply. New cost-competitive biofuel supply coming on line will impact future Renewable 
Fuel Standard adjustments by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and increase 
demand for biofuels. In turn, the market can respond to this increased demand by investing in 
refueling and distribution infrastructure. In the longer term, DOE’s Bioenergy Technologies 
Office is collaborating with partners in industry and at universities and the national 
laboratories to invest in the research, development, and demonstration of biorefineries that 
will produce advanced hydrocarbon biofuels — produced from cellulosic biomass and algae. 
These fuels — bio-based gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel— often described as “drop-in” fuels, are 
largely compatible with existing petroleum-based distribution and vehicle infrastructure and 
not to be impeded by the “blend-wall.” 
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR CARDIN 

Ql. Would national deployment of separate pumps and storage tanks for E15 and other 
higher ethanol fuel blends provide better prevention against misfueling? 

A1 , The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has promulgated regulations to help prevent 
misfueling with E-15 in vehicles older than 2001 model year and other engines and 
equipment. EPA has also established additional measures through the EPA-approved 
misfueling mitigation plans, which should fiulher help prevent misfueling. More information 
is available online to the industry and others (see 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/fuels/additive/el5/el5-mmp.htm). It should be noted that there 
are currently misfueling events with widely-distributed fuels — including gasoline and 
diesel — and with sparsely distributed fuels, including E-85. E-85 norzles and tanks are 
already separate from the tanks and nozzles that dispense E-IO. 

a. What are the cost estimates for making sueh upgrades to our fuel retail 
infrastructure? 

Ala. The cost to install El 5-compatible infrastructure today varies widely and depends on the 

specific situation and number of pumps installed. DOE does not have any costs estimates for 
installing El 5-compatible infrastructure and is not able to validate any of the estimates 
provided by industry, but provides the following cost information from both the Petroleum 
Equipment Institute and the Renewable Fuels Association. The Petroleum Equipment 
Institute estimated the average cost of installing El 5 equipment for multiple scenarios and 
found that a two-dispenser system would vary between about $2,000 and $1 66,000 — 
depending on the specific existing station equipment, the extent of renovations required, and 
whether underground storage tanks were replaeed/inslallcd. Stations that are just replacing 
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pumps can do so with modest investment: the Renewable Fuels Association reports that, “the 
stations that offer EI5 today have spent an average ofjust $10,000 per station to add the 
product — or slightly less than $0.01 per gallon of gasoline sold.” As vehicles built before 
model year 200 1 drop out of inventory and as more automobile manufacturers warrant their 
new vehicle models for El 5 use, there will be less need to have separate pumps for ElO and 
El 5. Similarly, as refueling infrastructure ages and is due for replacement, existing 
infrastructure can be replaced with E15-capable equipment. 

Sources: 

httD://www.pei.ore/Dortals/0/resources/documents/USDA-letter-el5.Ddf 

http://www.ethanolrfa.org/news/entrv/Dei-reDoil-shows-actual-cost-of-installing-el5-is- 

much-lower-than-claimed/ 


b. Who should bear the costs of such infrastructure improvements? 

Alb. For widespread adoption, fuel marketers will initially pay for any new infrastructure, and over 
time they would expect to recover this investment from fuel buyers through the sale of the 
fuel. 


c. Is DOE aware of what sort of investment and nnancial support the ethanol 
production industry has provided fuel retailers to install these types of 
infrastructure improvements? 

i. If so, how much? 

Ale. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is not aware of any subsidy provided by the ethanol 
industry for installation of EI5 storage tanks or fuel pumps. However, a number of states 
provide incentives. DOE maintains a searchable database of these incentives through its 
Alternative Fuel Data Center . 
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d. Should U.S. taxpayers? 

Aid. Historically, private investment has built out large-scale infrastructure; this investment is 
returned through fuel sales. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is not involved in 
determining the distribution of costs associated with infrastructure upgrades at retail stations. 
However, DOE has worked with dispenser manufacturers and Underwriters Laboratory (UL) 
to develop retrofit kits that enable popular dispensers designed for use with El 0 to be adapted 
for use with E15 without compromising UL listing of the equipment. These kits are available 
from the two major dispenser manufacturers at an installed cost of a few thousand dollars. 

Q2. If Butamax technology were deployed onto all of the corn ethanol refineries that it could 

be retrofit onto, could corn starch-derived fuels make up all of the RFS’s volume 
mandates (aside from the specific volumes for biodiesel and cellulosic biofuels)? 

A2. Conversion of com starch to biobulanol (using Butamax or similar technology) could 

potentially satisfy a significant fraction of the total renewable fuel volume mandated by the 
Renewable Fuel Standard. This assumes current yields and factors in an energy equivalence 
difference between ethanol and biobutanoi. 

The level of market penetration of this technology would be sensitive to the cost of 
production for biobutanol and other factors including approval of additional biobutanol 
fuel pathways (advanced or conventional), blending allowances in gasoline and other 
such factors.. The focus of the U.S. Department of Energy’s research and development 
activities has been on the conversion of lignocellulosic feedstocks such as com stover 
into ethanol and hydrocarbon-based fuels. Our assessment is that the conversion of 
lignocellulosic-derived feedstocks into biobutanol remains expensive and would likely 
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not be cost competitive without subsidies in today’s fuel market. However, since 
biobutanol can also be used as an intermediate chemical for the production of higher 
value co-products, these fuels have the potential to become more economically viable. 

a. If corn starch-derived biobutanol were to become the dominant advanced biofuel 
by 2022, and biobutanol in combination with conventional ethanol, comprised all 
of the statutory volume requirements under the RFS, and assuming that the 
existing acres dedicated to com only increased by 20%, what percentage of our 
nation’s com supply would be converted into fuel products? 

A2a. Our calculations indicate that under these assumptions there would be insufficient volumes of 
fuel to meet the RFS requirements. This assessment assumes currently observed yields of bio- 
butanol from com. If substantial improvements in butanol yield could be achieved through 
research and development, then butanol could supply a larger portion of the RFS. There is 
also significant scope for improved yields of butanol from lignocellulosic feedstocks. 

Q3. Based on the analysis of the RFS requirement being 36 billion gallons in 2022, what 

percentage of ethanol would need to be added to gasoline in order to meet the statutory 
volume requirements by that date? 

A3. h is difficult to calculate an exact percentage of ethanol that would have to be blended with 
gasoline in order to meet the statutory volume requirement of the RFS by 2022. The Energy 
Information Administration forecasts mid-term energy market consumption and demand 
trends. These projections are regularly updated and changed due to market influences (e.g. 
changes in projected petroleum consumption due to the level of economic growth and 
promulgation of vehicle efficiency standards that result in reduced projected gasoline 
consumption). The exact percentage of ethanol required to satisfy the RFS in any given date 
would depend on these factors. 


6 



119 


Q4. What is the Department of Energy current program funding to assist in the standup of 
the advanced biofuels industry? 

A4. The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) Bioenergy Technologies Office’s FY 2014 

enacted funding is $232.3 million, and the Office has requested $253.2 million for FY 2015. 

With successful completion of research and development of cellulosic ethanol, DOE’s 
cellulosic ethanol activities are now focused on demonstrating this technology in pioneer 
commercial-scale biorefineries, with industry providing significant cost share. 

Our bioenergy research and development is now entirely focused on “drop-in” biofuels 
(gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel) that can be competitive with petroleum-based fuels in the 
market. 

With this current focus on drop-in hydrocarbon fuels, the Office is pursuing multiple 
pathways, including thermochemical-, catalytic-, biochemical-, and hybrid conversion 
routes for iignocelluiosic and algal feedstocks — ^with the goal of achieving $3.00/gasoline 
gallon equivalent by 2022 with at least 50% greenhouse gas reduction on a lifecycle 
basis. Some pathways, such as pyrolysis, are expected to demonstrate their ability to be 
cost-competitive as early as 2017. Several pilot demonstrations of “drop-in” hydrocarbon 
fuels — including algae based fuels — are underway within the program as well. 
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a. Has DOE spent hundreds of millions for biorefining and algae? 

A4a. In FY 2014, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Bioenergy Technologies Office’s enacted 
funding is $232.2 million with 66.7% in research and development (R&D) and 33.3% in 
demonstration activities that include integrated biorefinery facilities at various scales. The 
majority of the funding is dedicated to R&D in order to increase knowledge in technologies to 
convert renewable biomass to “drop-in” hydrocarbon fuels and chemicals at reduced cost. 
After successfully meeting R&D targets for pathways to convert cellulosic feedstocks to 
ethanol, DOE is completing support for the demonstration of these pathways and similar 
technologies at scale to reduce technical risk associated with new technology and validate the 
projected costs. 

Over the last decade, DOE has awarded approximately $1 billion in 29 integrated biorefinery 
projects at three different scales: pilot, demonstration, and commercial. 

• 1 3 plants at pilot scale, roughly processing 1-10 tons of feedstock per day and < 1 
million gallons per year to validate laboratory technologies and processes in an 
integrated but sub-scale demo 

• 10 plants at the demonstration scale, approximately 50 tons per day, and 1-5 million 
gallons per year 

• 6 plants at pioneer scale, which refers to first-of-a-kind, commercial-scale 
demonstration. 

doe’s role in demonstration is to help overcome the significant risks with new technologies 
that the private sector would not be willing to financially bear alone. However, once 
validated at pioneer scale, industry and the investment community have the necessary 
technical and economic data to utilize when making further investment decisions. 
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In 2013, the United States’ first pioneer ceUulosic ethanol plant at commercial scale, 
supported by DOE, began production and commercial sale of product. This plant has an 
annual cellulosic ethanol production capacity of 8 million gallons per year (mmgy). Two 
additional commercial-scale biorefmeries are expected to complete construction and 
commissioning by the end of 2014. These facilities will add a production capacity of more 
than 50 mmgy of domestic cellulosic ethanol. 

Existing projects in DOE’s demonstration portfolio are in final phases; thus, DOE’s 
Bioenergy Technologies Office, which oversees the management and funding of these 
biorefinery facilities, has requested SI 05 million in the FY 2015 Congressional Budget 
Request for demonstration activities. Approximately $35 million will be used to initiate new 
pilot- and demonstration-scale projects for promising technologies to produce advanced 
hydrocarbon biofuels. In addition, S60 million of that total is requested to support the intent of 
the memorandum of understanding signed by DOE, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and 
the U.S. Department of Navy through the Defense Production Act activity to fund 
commercial-scale biorefmeries that produce military specification fuels including jet fuel. 

The remaining $10 million is requested to support understanding of fuel, engines, and 
infiastructure optimization for mid-level cellulosic ethanol content fuels and hydrocarbon 
drop-in fuels in collaboration with the Vehicles Technology Office. 


DOE’s Algae and Advanced Feedstocks subprogram has a multi-year implementation 
strategy that includes a diverse portfolio of developing algae cultures, improving 
productivity and yield, improving quantitative and techno-economic analysis of 
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technology options, and strategically investigating opportunities to accelerate progress 
towards achieving sustainable algal biomass production and logistics systems. After the 
2009 Recovery Act investment of $150 million in algal biofuel technologies (this 
includes the funding of the research consortium initiative and algae integrated 
biorefmeries), since FY2010 the Algae Program has invested an additional $130 million 
in new algal biofuel activities (this figure includes the program’s recent FY 2014 
appropriation of $30 million). 

The Algae subprogram and algae-based biofuel projects have continuously produced 
technology and innovation breakthroughs to help the advanced biofuels industry advance 
towards commercialization. 

b. Docs EPA's proposed rule help or hurt the companies you are investing in? 

A4b. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposal seeks to put the Renewable 
Fuel Standard (RFS) on a steady path forward — ensuring the continued long-term growth of 
the of the renev/able fuels industry while seeking input on different approaches to address the 
“E-IO blend wall.” The U.S. Department of Energy supports the goals of the RFS to increase 
biofuel production and use because biofuels have an important role to play in increasing our 
energy security, providing consumers with greater choices, fostering rural economic 
development, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector. Through 
its research, development, and demonstration activities,_DOE works in partnership with 
industry to bring next-generation biofuels on line and aims to transform renewable biomass 
resources into commercially-viable, high-performance fuels. 
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Thanks in part to the RPS, the United States produced approximately 13 billion gallons of 
conventional ethanol in 2012, which directly supported tens of thousands of jobs across 
the U.S. economy. According to EPA’s analysis from the 2010 RPS rulemaking, 
achieving the goals of the RPS will displace about 14 billion gallons of petroleum fuels in 
2030 and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by the equivalent of taking close to 30 million 
vehicles off the road. 

Meeting the targets for cellulosic biofuels has been challenging, but unprecedented 
progress is now underway, and maintaining the RPS is critical for keeping the 2022 
volumetric targets within reach. Availability of feedstocks — such as agricultural waste, 
municipal solid waste, wood chips, energy crops, and other types of biomass — and 
developing technologies will help scale up production. Since an advanced cellulosic 
biofuels industry is now emerging, the RPS provides an important function in 
guaranteeing a market for these new fuels. 


It 
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR FISCHER 

Ql. DOE has partnered heavily with companies like Novozymes to develop the technology to 
convert cellulosic biomass to renewable sugars that can be used for advanced biofuels. 
Indeed, both the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Energy have 
invested significantly in the biorefinery space. Given that the EPA proposed rule would 
cut the volumes of renewable fuel in the marketplace, significantly constricting 
opportunities, where do you anticipate the biorefineries making cellulosic and advanced 
biofuels coming online will sell their product? Do you anticipate DOE’s investment in 
this area will be affected by EPA’s proposed rule? 

A 1 . The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 2014 proposal discusses a variety of 

approaches for setting the 20 1 4 standards and includes volume ranges for each biofuel 
category given the level of certainty in developing projections for biofuel use. The 2014 
proposal also seeks input on what additional actions could be taken by government and 
industry to help overcome the blend-wall market challenge and to minimize the need for 
adjustments in tjie statutory renewable fuel volume requirements in the fiiture. The proposal 
seeks to put the Renewable Fuel Standard on a steady path forward and supports the long- 
term growth and sustainability of the renewable fuel industry. 

In fact, EPA’s proposed rule would actually increase targeted volumes for cellulosic ethanol, 
from 6 million gallons in 2013, to 17 million gallons in 2014. Four out of five of the 
biorefineries that EPA expects to produce cellulosic ethanol in 2014 have been supported by 
technologies emerging from DOE-funded research and development. These facilities have 
established off-take agreements for the fuel that they will be producing in the first few years 
of operation. The investment in these facilities is anticipated to demonstrate the commercial 
viability of these technologies — reducing the risk for future investments. 

RFS is more than an incentive for Just ethanol; it includes a wide range of advanced biofuels 
options that include drop-in replacement fuels, such as renewable diesel. DOE is investing in 


12 



125 


research, development, and demonstration for advanced biomass-based hydrocarbon fuel that 
would be fully compatible with the existing infrastructure, and therefore, avoid challenges 
associated with the blend wall. Technical breakthroughs and operational best practices — 
developed through DOE’s work in support of cellulosic ethanol — are already being leveraged 
in the production of these advanced hydrocarbon biofuels, which will also contribute to 
meeting the goals of the RFS, and enable a broader expansion of the domestic market for 
biofuels. 


In order to continue moving viable technologies from the laboratory to commercialization, 
DOE’S Bioenergy Technologies Office, which oversees the management and funding of the 
biorefinery facilities, has requested $105 million in the FY2015 Congressional Budget 
Request in order to initiate new pilot- and demonstration-scale projects for promising 
technologies to produce advanced hydrocarbon biofuels, as well as to support the intent of the 
memorandum of understanding signed by DOE, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the 
U.S. Department of Defense through the Defense Production Act activity to fimd commercial- 
scale biorefineries that produce military-specification fuels including jet fuel. Funding would 
also support understanding of fuel, engine, and infrastructure optimization for mid-level 
cellulosic ethanol content fuels and hydrocarbon drop-in fuels in collaboration with the 
Vehicles Technology Office. 


Q2. Can you explain the in-depth testing that DOE conducted of E15 in support of EPA’s 
approval of the fuel? For example, I understand that your testing was peer reviewed, 
and included standardized testing of 86 cars that represented all major vehicle models, 
which were each operated up to 120,000 miles - or more that 6 million miles in total - to 
ensure that E15 would not harm a vehicle. 
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A2. The Department conducted robust testing of the potential effects of El 5 and E20 on vehicles 
and engines. This work included an examination of emissions, catalyst and engine durability, 
drivability and operability, and materials compatibility and covered both automobile engines 
as well as smaller engines. The catalyst durability study, which represented about half of the 
spending, included 86 vehicles driven more than six million miles, used more than 300,000 
gallons of fuel, and included about 1,000 emissions tests. A subset of automotive engines 
(18) was tom down after completion of the testing and no unusual fuel-related damage or 
accelerated wear was found in those engines operated on E 1 5 or E20. 

The primary criterion for new fuel or fuel additive approval specified in the Clean Air Act is 
whether the candidate fuel damages the emissions control systems of vehicles over their full 
useful life (currently 120,000 miles). The Department’s efforts primarily focused on 
emissions control durability. DOE’s test program used the Standard Road Cycle, a test cycle 
specified in EPA regulations in the CFR for aging vehicles to full-useful life. Statistical 
analysis of the test fleet emissions results showed that aging vehicles with ethanol blends did 
not affect emissions changes over time differently than aging with EO. The Department also 
conducted studies of the immediate emissions effects, drivability of vehicles, fuel system 
materials compatibility, and operability and durability of engines. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you. In the interest of time, I am going 
to pass on my chance to question and turn to Senator Cardin. 

Senator Cardin. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. 

As I said in my opening statement, I am a strong supporter of 
the Renewable Fuel Standards. Mr. Grundler, I listened to your 
testimony very carefully. And I think you have made the strongest 
argument as to why Congress needs to act to reform the Renewable 
Fuel Standard Program. And let me explain and give you a chance 
to respond. 

You indicated the use of the waiver authority was used this year 
with the proposed change that is out there for comment in which, 
because of the blend wall, because of the problems of gas consump- 
tion in this country and production of fuels, that you need to reduce 
the overall limits because of the safe use of ethanol-based fuels, al- 
though I am somewhat puzzled as to why you also included reduc- 
tions on the advanced fuels which are not part of the blend wall 
problem. You may want to explain that. 

But my main concern is why EPA did not act in 2012 when there 
was a request for waiver authority? When corn price hit $8 per 
bushel and it was clearly affecting our food security in this country. 
And yet, EPA did not exercise the waiver authority in 2012. You 
did it this year, and we understand why. I do not understand why 
you did it for the advanced fuels. 

But perhaps you could explain to the Committee why food secu- 
rity issues are not clear enough under the code and do we need to 
change the code in order to be able to give you the take action in 
regards to what happened in the food industries? 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you. Senator. In 2012, when we received 
the waiver, requests for a waiver from a number of parties, the cir- 
cumstances were different. We were suffering from a huge drought 
which had enormous consequences and damage for many parts of 
our economy and for our people. We worked very, very extensively 
with the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Energy 
and analyzed that situation very, very carefully, sought public com- 
ment, did a lot of analysis 

Senator Cardin. But I am correct that it was 40 percent of the 
corn that year was used for fuels, 70 percent of the costs in the 
poultry industry is corn feedstock, I do not want to go through all 
of you analysis but it seems to me it is pretty clear at $8 per bushel 
that the demand for corn-based fuels was driving the costs of poul- 
try to an uncompetitive level. 

Mr. Grundler. The question before us in 2012, Senator, was 
whether or not the RES was causing severe economic harm. 

Senator Cardin. So, therefore, we need to change the statute if 
we want to protect food security in this country. 

Mr. Grundler. Well, that is up to you, I am not here to com- 
ment on what Congress should do. 

Senator Cardin. I understand it is up to us. But you do not have 
the authority to do that under the, as you have interpreted, under 
the current law? 

Mr. Grundler. We have authority to change the standards 
under a number of conditions. The one condition in 2012 was 
whether or not the RES was causing severe economic harm to a 
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State or the Nation or a region, and our conclusion was that it was 
not 

Senator Cardin. And you based that basically on energy costs, 
not on food costs. 

Mr. Grundler. Well, the first question we are trying to answer. 
Senator 

Senator Cardin. Yes or no? I mean, I think it is a simple ques- 
tion. I mean, your analysis is based upon the energy sector, not 
upon the entire sector of this country. 

Mr. Grundler. Our analysis was based on whether or not the 
RFS was, indeed, causing economic harm and we determined it was 
not because the oil industry was demanding ethanol, would have 
demanded ethanol with or without the RFS mandate under those 
circumstances. 

Senator Cardin. I think you have answered the question. Your 
focus, and I understand that, you have interpreted the code to give 
you authority to deal with the blend wall issues and the energy 
issues. And we need to be concerned about the security of this 
country. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Senator. Senator Vitter. 

Senator Vitter. Thank you. Thank you all for testifying. Mr. 
Grundler, the EPA’s recent use of the waiver authority, I assume 
that means you all decided that hitting the blend wall was a real 
threat. Is that fair to say? 

Mr. Grundler. We are recognizing that the blend wall has been 
reached. Correct. 

Senator Vitter. Correct. And would you agree that reaching the 
blend wall threatens a spike in gasoline prices? 

Mr. Grundler. I do not know if I would agree with that state- 
ment. Reaching the blend wall clearly presents constraints to using 
more higher-ethanol quantities because of the infrastructure and 
other market limitations 

Senator Vitter. Because of that. You do not think reaching the 
blend wall is going to drive costs up? 

Mr. Grundler. It is not clear what costs would be driven up. But 
the infrastructure clearly needs to adapt if we are going to use 
higher blend walls. And in the space of time between now and 
2014, we did not think that it would be feasible to use the amount 
of ethanol that the Congress required in 2014. 

Senator Vitter. And so, therefore, without a waiver, are prices 
not going to go up? 

Mr. Grundler. We determined that it was simply not feasible 
for the system to absorb that much ethanol. It is not clear if the 
prices would go up or what choices the market would make 

Senator Vitter. Is your recent action based on the waiver au- 
thority a temporary or a permanent solution? 

Mr. Grundler. We are exercising our waiver authority for 1 year 
as we set the 2014 standard. 

Senator Vitter. Would you expect that action this year to be a 
long-term solution? 

Mr. Grundler. Well, what has been lost in a lot of the debate 
since we made our proposal. Senator, is the methodology that we 
are seeking input on, which provides a forward looking path to ad- 
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dress both the realistic constraints that the current market condi- 
tions impose as well as providing the long-term growth over time. 

Senator Vitter. I do not know what that means, so let me re- 
ask the question. I am simple, I guess. Would you expect the action 
you took this year to be a permanent solution not requiring subse- 
quent actions in subsequent years, whether legislative or adminis- 
trative? 

Mr. Grundler. Sir, the law requires us to establish volume re- 
quirements each year. So, in 2015, based on the methodology we 
are proposing, we would be proposing the volume standards for 
2015. And our methodology would take into account what is the 
reasonable amount of ethanol that can be used in this country in 
2015. We will make that determination as we propose the 2015 
standards. 

Senator Vitter. OK. Is there not a very strong possibility that 
your actions, once finalized, will be litigated? 

Mr. Grundler. Well, I would hate to speculate, but certainly 
there are, people have been suggesting that. 

Senator Vitter. OK. If that happens, that would certainly per- 
petuate or increase uncertainty, is that fair to say? 

Mr. Grundler. Yes. 

Senator Vitter. OK. A final question. On the cellulosic biofuel 
side, what was produced and available for compliance under the 
RFS in 2010, 2011, 2012 and so far in 2013? 

Mr. Vitter. So far in 2013 we expect that the biomass-based die- 
sel production will reach between 1.6 billion and 1.7 billion gallons. 
Last year, I think it was closer to the standard level, 1.28 

Senator Vitter. We are talking about cellulosic biofuel? 

Mr. Grundler. I am sorry, I thought you said biomass-based die- 
sel. Cellulosic biofuel, our proposal is for 17 million to be produced, 
that it what our estimate is for 2014. For 2013 the standard is 6 
million gallons and I do not 

Senator Vitter. So, is your current estimate that that can be 
produced? 

Mr. Grundler. In 2013? 

Senator Vitter. Yes. 

Mr. Grundler. Yes. 

Senator Vitter. And just a final thought. Compared to that, 
what was the statutory mandate for 2013? 

Mr. Grundler. For 2013, it is 2.75 billion for advanced, for cel- 
lulosic it is what? 2.75 billion, sir. 

Senator Vitter. For cellulosic I think it is 1 billion. Does that 
sound right? 

Mr. Grundler. I am sorry, which, for 2013? 

Senator Vitter. Cellulosic biofuel for 2013. 

Mr. Grundler. For 2013, 1 billion, yes. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Senator. We have to move. 

Senator Vitter. Pretty significant gulf 

Senator Boxer. We have to move on. Senator. Senator Merkley. 

Senator Merkley. Thank you. Madam Chair. And I wanted to 
continue the conversation on cellulosic. I have the EPA’s Federal 
Register analysis and it shows that there are five groups that are 
coming online with commercial cellulosic ethanol in 2013, 2014. 
But the estimates read, for the first plant, 0 through 18 estimate. 
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second plant, 0 through 2 , the third, 2 through 5, then 0 through 
9, 0 through 6. In other words, they are coming online but the esti- 
mates are still 0 through something. 

Why is there so much uncertainty over what the plants, espe- 
cially since at least one of them came on in 2013, two of them did 
actually, why is there so much uncertainty that they might actu- 
ally produce no cellulosic ethanol? 

Mr. Grundler. Well, sir, this is a new business. This is new 
technology. And as my colleague mentioned, there has been an 
enormous amount of research and development. But going from a 
laboratory to a pilot scale to commercial scale is challenging, and 
it is difficult and there are startup problems. And that is why we 
see such a broad range of values in our estimates. 

Senator Merkley. So, even for the plants that got online in 
2013, it is still very uncertain whether they can reach their com- 
mercial design potential in 2014. OK. That is helpful. You are just 
kind of dropping the goal into the middle. In other words you esti- 
mate currently that the companies with approved pathways can 
produce 8 to 30, and so you are saying well, somewhere in the mid- 
dle is 17 so we will toss it in there. Well, where does the 17 come 
from? 

Mr. Grundler. Sir, it is a little more sophisticated than that, I 
am pleased to say. We actually do what is known as a Monte Car- 
los Analysis where we try to look at the probabilities and select a 
mean based on what the most likely scenario is. 

Senator Merkley. So, let us compare that, say, to what was ac- 
tually produced in 2013. Do you have a sense of how many million 
gallons actually were produced commercially? 

Mr. Grundler. Well, we are still counting, sir. Our standard is 
6 million. I do not know if we have an estimate. We do not have 
a final number now. It is in the hundreds of thousands of gallons 
that have been produced so far. 

Senator Merkley. So, the 17 still represents a considerable draw 
forward in terms of encouraging the market. The reason I am rais- 
ing this question is you have all of these plants and their potential 
production for next year is significantly above 17, and you have in- 
vestors who have based their investments on the understanding 
that if the fuel is produced, they will be a purchaser. And so I am 
wanting to make sure that we are not aiming for a mark here that 
essentially leaves this whole effort stranded. 

Mr. Grundler. I understand the question, sir, but under the 
law, and we have got recent guidance from the courts, that we have 
to base our projections on a neutral estimate of what can actually 
be produced in the future year and we are being fairly conserv- 
ative. 

Senator Merkley. I want to turn to, in the 50 seconds left, to 
questions about corn ethanol when it is produced on new agri- 
culture land that essentially is being plowed because of the produc- 
tion of corn. When you look at the life cycle analysis of the impact 
of additional acreage, the fertilizers, the tractors and the carbon re- 
leased from the disturbance to the ground, is there actually a CO 2 
advantage to producing that extra acre of corn? 

Mr. Grundler. Sir, that is a very complicated question. It really 
depends on how the corn is being produced, how the ethanol is 
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being processed, and we see a wide range of efficiencies in corn eth- 
anol production today. To be counted as renewable biomass, it has 
to come from land that has been previously cultivated. So, the Con- 
gress established essentially two different bins, if you will, of 
biofuel and most of today’s corn production was grandfathered and 
does not need to meet the greenhouse gas thresholds of 20 percent. 
But when we set the standard 

Senator Merkley. My time is up. So, I’m going to stop you right 
there and I will look forward to continuing the conversation. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Senator. Senator Fischer. 

Senator Fischer. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

At this time, I would like to ask if I could have included in the 
record a letter from the Renewable Fuels Association. 

Senator Boxer. Without objection. 

[The referenced information follows:] 
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December 11, 2013 


The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
Chair 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

The Honorable David Vitter 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

Dear Chair Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter, 

The impact of the Renewable Fuel Standard’s RIN (Renewable Identification Number) credit program 
on gasoline and ethanol markets is certain to emerge as a topic of discussion at the Committee’s 
December 1 1 * oversight hearing on domestic renewable fuels. Therefore, I am writing to provide 
additional perspective on the importance of a viable RIN market to future growth in domestic 
renewable fuels production, and to correct prevalent misconceptions about the influence of RINs on 
consumer fuel prices. 

In essence, a RIN is a unique “serial number’’ that commemorates the production of one gallon of 
ethanol. The RIN is attached to the gallon of ethanol at the point of production and generally remains 
affixed to the gallon throughout the supply chain. Thus, when a blender or refiner purchases a gallon 
of ethanol, it is also receiving the attached RIN (at no additional cost). The RIN is separated from the 
gallon when the ethanol is physically blended with gasoline by an obligated refiner or blender. At this 
point, the RfN becomes an instrument for demonstrating compliance with annual RFS blending 
requirements; the obligated party ultimately surrenders the RIN to the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to prove that the blending requirement was satisfied. 

Importantly, RINs have a two-year compliance life and may be banked or traded to other parties. As 
such, if an oil company blends more ethanol than is required by its respective renewable volume 
obligation (RVO), it obtains more RINs than are needed and it may sell them to other obligated parties 
who blended less ethanol than required. EPA developed a moderated trading platform to facilitate the 
transaction of RINs amongst obligated parties and other RIN owners. 

In addition to providing compliance flexibility for obligated parties, the RIN system was exnre.^.dv 
designed to stimulate investment in expanded renewable fuels production and distribution capacity . 

As renewable fuel blending requirements approach or exceed perceived market barriers such as the 
10% ethanol (EIO) “blend wall,” demand for detached RINs for compliance will increase and, 
naturally, prices will rise. When RIN prices are lower than the equivalent cost of installing high-level 
ethanol blend infrastructure, obligated parties will purchase RINs on the open market to cover 
blending obligations above the EIO “blend wall.” But as demand for RINs increases and prices rise, 
rational obligated parties will, at some .sustained price point, find it more economical to invest in the 
infrastructure necessary to distribute high-level ethanol blends than it is to purchase RINs on the open 
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market. As explained by Iowa State University Economics Professor Bruce Babcock, “The cure for 
high compliance costs is investment in E85 and E15 infrastructures, which, in turn, would allow for 
the higher future biofuel consumption levels that are envisioned in current policy.”' 

As part of their ongoing effort to undermine the RFS and cloud the debate over the program’s benefits, 
oil companies have suggested that higher RIN prices translate into higher fuel prices for consumers. 
However, there is absolutely no evidence to support this claim. Data clearly indicate that higher RIN 
prices in 2013 did not have any discernible impact on gasoline prices. Retail gasoline prices in 2013 
followed the same seasonal pattern as in previous years but actually showed less seasonal volatility 
than in the previous two years (Figure 1, attached). Further, the relationship of retail gasoline prices to 
crude oil prices (as measured hy the difference between retail gasoline prices and Brent crude oil 
prices) was also historically normal (Figure 2). This indicates there was no refiner “markup” of 
gasoline prices to offset RIN “costs.” Finally, there was no correlation whatsoever between RIN prices 
and retail gasoline prices in 2013; in fact, there were many instances during the year when gasoline 
prices were falling as RIN prices were rising, and vice versa (Figure 3). 

There are simple explanations for the disassociation of gasoline prices and RIN prices. First, RINs are 
primarily traded in a “closed loop” market amongst parties in the gasoline supply chain. That is, a 
party buying a detached RIN will incur an additional cost, but the counterparty selling the RIN will 
simultaneously incur a profit. In this manner, one party’s RIN expense is exactly offset by the 
counterparty’s RIN revenue, and the net effect is no impact to the consumer. Second, the gasoline 
market is highly competitive and market actors are compelled to match, or undercut, the wholesale 
selling prices of their competitors. Thus, a refiner who has purchased RINs on the open market cannot 
markup the selling price of its gasoline to recoup RIN expenses if it wishes to remain competitive with 
other refiners who profited from the sale of detached RINs. 

In short, there are winners and losers in the RIN market, but because the system is essentially a closed 
loop, retail gasoline prices are unaffected. A number of refiners and blenders substantiated the “zero 
sum” nature of the RIN market in financial earnings statements.^ In addition, an official with the 
Energy Information Administration recently confirmed the absence of any connection between RIN 
prices and retail gasoline prices, stating, “To date, there is no evidence that retail gasoline prices have 
been affected by high RIN prices. While the cost of refined gasoline blendstock can be affected by 
high RIN prices, the increased cost to gasoline blenders is almost exactly offset in 2013 by their 
increased revenue generated from the sales of RINs separated when they blend ethanol into gasoline.”’ 

In fact, there is evidence that higher RIN prices actually led to lower fuel prices for consumers of high- 
level ethanol blends in the summer of 2013, when RIN prices were elevated. Progressive fuel blenders 
and retailers purchased ethanol (with free RINs attached), blended it to make £85, separated the RfNs 
from the gallons, and sold the RINs to refiners who had stubbornly chosen to buy RINs rather than 
physical gallons of ethanol. Thus, the revenue from the sale of the RIN allowed enterprising retailers 
and marketers to reduce the price of the E85 for the consumer. In many cases this spring and summer, 
E85 was priced at a 25-35% discount to regular ElO gasoline. In response to these discounts. 


' httD:/7www. card. iastate.edu/Dolicv brief5/disDlav.asDX?id=1212 
’ See a summary of refiner and blender earnings statements regarding RINs at 

httn://www.ethanolrfa.org/exchanee/entrv/what-do-bie-oils-auarterlY-earnings-sav-about-the-real-impact-of- 

rins-on-u/ 

’ Presentation by Mindi Farber-DeAnda, ElA Office of Petroleum. Natural Gas, and Biofuels Analysis to 
Advanced Biofuels Association. November 20, 2013. Washington, D.C. 
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consumer demand for E85 increased dramatically. Data from the Minnesota Department of 
Commerce, for example, show that E85 sales nearly doubled from April to May as RIN prices 
increased (Figure 4). Additionally, the emergent E85 value proposition, enabled by RINs, has driven 
retailers to install an estimated 200 new E85 pumps since the beginning of the year/ Indeed, E85 
prices, sales volumes, and infrastructure development during the summer clearly demonstrated that the 
RIN mechanism will work exactly as intended to drive expansion of renewable fuel consumption and 
investment. 

Unfortunately, EPA’s recent proposed rule for 2014 RVOs — which includes substantial cuts to 
statutory' blending requirements^ — has halted the transformation of the liquid fuels marketplace just as 
it was getting started in earnest. EPA’s proposal greatly diminished the economic incentive to invest in 
high-ethanol blend infrastructure and has impaired the ability of retailers to offer E85 at steep 
discounts to ElO. By adopting the oil industry’s “blend wall” concept, EPA’s proposal emasculates the 
RIN mechanism and totally eliminates the means of driving investment in expanded renewable fuel 
production and distribution infrastructure. 

In light of these facts on the RIN market, we hope the Committee will join the biofuels industry in 
encouraging EPA to finalize a 20 14 RVO rule that reinvigorates the RIN market and restores the 
incentive to expand renewable fuel distribution capabilities. Our message is simple: let the RFS work 
and let the RIN market function as intended. Failure to do so will permanently alter the course of the 
RFS and will only solidify our nation’s dependence on carbon intensive fossil fuels. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have questions or comments regarding the contents of 
this letter. 

Sincerely, 



Bob Dinneen 
President & CEO 


^ E85prices.com 
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Figure 4. MINNESOTA ESS SALES vs. RIN PRICE 
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Senator Fischer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Grundler, the EPA’s proposed rule establishing the RVOs for 
2014. Your analysis supporting this proposal includes consideration 
of the availability of infrastructure in setting the volumes and it 
indicates that you plan to use this same approach in your 
rulemakings for the next several years. Is that correct? 

Mr. Grundler. Yes, Madam. 

Senator Fischer. OK. Given that infrastructure and investments 
are motivated by anticipation of more fuel entering the market- 
place, not less fuel, how do you believe that your proposal is going 
to incentivize the installation of the infrastructure necessary to 
allow for the deployment of higher blends? 

Mr. Grundler. In a number of ways. And, of course, the Renew- 
able Fuel Standard is more than just about one kind of fuel. It cer- 
tainly is about corn-based ethanol but the priority that the Con- 
gress set is for most of the growth in the future it is about these 
advanced biofuels that we have been talking about. And with re- 
spect to, for example, ethanol from these advanced sources like cel- 
lulosic, they get their own standard which is essentially walled off 
by the law. 

So, our cellulosic standard going into the future will be based on 
our estimate of what can actually be produced in that next year. 
And as my colleague from DOE described, there has been an enor- 
mous amount of progress in terms of the technology and its effi- 
ciency and its ability to produce these higher volumes. 

As for the market conditions that would incentivize more infra- 
structure, we are seeing that today and in fact, our proposal does 
imagine a volume that is above the blend wall. We are anticipating 
more E85 being sold next year than is being sold this year. And 
our estimates are based on that trend line and that pace of new 
E85 stations being built. 

Now, of course, we provide a range and we are asking for more 
information and data on whether or not we got that right or if we 
are being too conservative. I can tell you, having sat through 13 
hours of public testimony last week, that we got a very wide diver- 
sity of views and many people thought we got it wrong and that 
we had adjusted it too far. Others told us we did not adjust it 
enough. And a few people said we got it about right. 

So, what we emphasize at the hearing is please give us updated 
information on sales, on infrastructure, on our assumptions so that 
we can make the best decision we can with that information before 
we go final. 

Senator Fischer. Earlier in your comments to Senator Cardin 
you said that the oil industry has a demand for ethanol. Could you 
continue then and say that there is an economic value of ethanol 
for the oil industry? 

Mr. Grundler. Oh, without a doubt. The whole petroleum indus- 
try infrastructure has optimized around this 10 percent blend. It 
does have a value in terms of enhancing the octane of the gasoline 
as well as a volume extender up to a point. 

Senator Fischer. You also mentioned that, when you talked 
about the blend wall, that reaching that blend wall does not nec- 
essarily drive up gas prices. Did I hear you correctly on that? 
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Mr. Grundler. What I said, what I meant to say, certainly, is 
that is a very complicated equation. And so, it is not clear to me 
exactly what the impact would he and what the incremental mar- 
ginal costs are for going above that blend wall. That is what we are 
trying to do in this proposal. We are trying to estimate what is the 
reasonable amount of higher-blend ethanols that today’s market 
and infrastructure can in fact 

Senator Fischer. And you would say, my time is up, but you 
would say that gas prices fluctuate on a number of inputs, and I 
guess I would say ethanol would be a very small part of that. 
Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Grundler. I would agree predicting gasoline prices is 
treacherous, and we try to avoid it. 

Senator Fischer. Thank you so much. And thank you. Madam 
Chair. 

Senator Boxer. Senator Whitehouse. 

Senator Whitehouse. Thank you. Madam Chair. I just have one 
question, and that is where you got your biomass-based diesel re- 
quirement? If you look at cellulosic biofuel, I have U.S. commercial 
production for that in 2012 as just over 20,000 gallons as compared 
to the Energy Independence and Security Act estimate that it 
would be 500 million gallons. Well, 20,000 is a long way from 500 
million, and you all have adjusted your volume requirement for cel- 
lulosic biofuels as a result. 

So, then you switch over to biodiesel, and my information is that 
the biodiesel industry has produced over 1.7 billion gallons just this 
year. And EPA proposes to set the 2014 biomass-based diesel at 
1.28 billion gallons, which is a, the same as the 2013 requirement, 
no change, and b, less than what I understand is already being pro- 
duced by the industry. 

What is the logic to that? Why did you not make an adjustment 
reflecting the industry output for biodiesel the way you did for cel- 
lulosic? 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you. Senator. That is a very good ques- 
tion. 

Senator Whitehouse. Well, it is a pointed question because it 
will hurt businesses that are out actually doing this if you do not 
have this right. 

Mr. Grundler. The requirements under the law for setting the 
cellulosic standard and for setting the biomass-based diesel stand- 
ard are different. That is the short answer. 

You are right that we are keeping the standard the same. The 
law does not require us to increase the biomass-based diesel stand- 
ard from year to year. I would note that this year the standard was 
1.28 and the industry over-achieved for a number of reasons relat- 
ing to the market and to tax policy. So, projecting into next year, 
there are a number of uncertainties as to what those market condi- 
tions will be. 

But we look at the 1.28 standard as a floor. And when we con- 
structed our advanced standard, which the biomass-based diesel 
standard is a part of, we did consider this broader range up to 1.6 
billion. And we made a policy choice that biomass-based diesel can 
compete within that advanced standard for that additional volume, 
just as they did very effectively this year. 
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Senator Whitehouse. All I can tell you is that for the folks in 
the industry who I talk to, they do not see it as a floor, they see 
it as a target and as a number kind of around which the industry 
does not actually coalesce but it has an impulse in that direction 
anyway. And when you set it below existing levels, it seems to 
them that you are sending a message saying that what you are 
doing out there, despite all of the value of this biodiesel, is not 
worthwhile and we want less of it, we want to get back to a target 
of 1.28 billion. 

So, you need to make it a lot clearer your notion that this is a 
floor because I have never heard anybody express that until this 
moment. 

Mr. Grundler. Thank you. And I heard directly from your con- 
stituent at the public hearing, one of the Rhode Island biodiesel 
producers, and heard that perspective. And we are specifically ask- 
ing for comment on this question and did we consider the factors 
right and should we consider a higher standard specifically for bio- 
mass-based diesel and we are going to be looking forward to that 
information. 

Senator Whitehouse. And if the biodiesel tax credit expires at 
the end of the year, if we cannot fix the tax extender problem 
which we have frequently failed at doing, this would then be the 
only market incentive remaining for that industry. Correct? 

Mr. Grundler. I would not say it is the only market incentive 
because there is this RIN market which provides a value to bio- 
mass-based diesel. But our standard is based on the assumption 
that the tax credit is expiring. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Senator. Senator Inhofe. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. Madam Chairman. Luke, put up 
that blue chart, will you? I think Senator Whitehouse, Senator 
Cardin and Senator Fischer, all of them are asking kind of the 
same thing and I hesitate to get into that, but I think it is some- 
thing that really is not understood. Now, if you were talking about 
something that we had a mandate that was five times or two times 
or even ten times what the standard would finally be, that would 
be of more understanding to me. 

This chart though, this chart shows that the blue, I say to my 
friend Senator Sessions, is that is the requirement spaced out over 
the years, all the way to 2022. And yet the anticipated projection 
of the availability of cellulosic is that red line that you can hardly 
see down there. 

And you know, I just wonder, what would be wrong with putting 
in legislation that had something that kind of referred to the total 
mandated amount cannot exceed say 2 to 1 over the previous year 
or something like that. What is your thinking on that? I mean, we 
are so far off here. I have a hard time explaining to people back 
home why I sit on this Committee, and at one time chaired this 
Committee, and we still have that disparity between mandates and 
availability. 

Mr. Grundler. Well, I think Congress anticipated this possi- 
bility which is why it gave the Administrator the ability to waive 
the standard in circumstances 

Senator Inhofe. Yes, but that far off? Now I could understand 
that, you know, being off 2 to 1 or 3 to 1, but to me they are pass- 
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ing something that does just the opposite. It allows the EPA to 
make a determination with no limit because the limit right there, 
look, you can see by the blue line, that is the reasoning, you give 
them the flexibility. 

Mr. Grundler. My eyes are getting old but I think what you are 
describing as the limit are the statutory targets that were written 
into the law. 

Senator Inhofe. Yes, there we go. And that law should be re- 
pealed, I believe. Do you think it should be repealed? 

Mr. Grundler. I do not have an opinion on that, sir, as you well 
know. 

Senator Inhofe. Let me mention one thing because you brought 
up the RINs, and that is kind of interesting because we went 
through this for 12 years now on cap and trade, and that is essen- 
tially what we are talking here, because you are allowing a system 
in place that would make up for the disparity. At least, this is what 
I see. And when I say that, I think it is interesting because that 
has been rejected for 12 years and there probably is not a third of 
the votes that would be supporting it. Just a concept. 

Do you see that there is any relationship between that program 
and the RIN Program, how that is working? The RIN started out 
at what? One or two cents? And they have gone up at high as 
$1.20. What do you think industry is thinking out there not know- 
ing what that price is going to be with a disparity like that? Does 
that concern you? 

Mr. Grundler. Well, I think most observers in this space antici- 
pated a rise in the prices as this so-called blend wall was approach- 
ing and that is, indeed, what happened. They have fallen substan- 
tially since then. I do not see the connection that you are making 
though between the RIN market and cap and trade. 

The RINs were developed, by the way, in collaboration with the 
industry as a flexibility tool and as a means to measure compli- 
ance, and I think they have worked pretty effectively at doing that. 
The alternative would have been to force every refiner to blend 
every gallon of gasoline they produce with ethanol. This flexibility 
allows people to make choices in terms of how they reach the com- 
pliance. 

Senator Inhofe. Well, I think it is, and maybe it helps to make 
choices, but when you have a variable as we have in the RIN 
prices, I think that makes it more difficult for industry. Just a 
thought. 

You know, Mr. Grundler, I am not blaming you for this. It is 
something you kind of inherited and it is something you are deal- 
ing with and it is not easy. So, I have sympathy for you. But I 
think on this side of the table we should be looking at legislation 
so that we do not have the problems that Democrats and Repub- 
licans are all united in being concerned with. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

Senator Boxer. So, I am going to now turn to Senator Udall. 

Senator Udall. Thank you. Madam Chair. And Mr. Grundler, 
thank you for your work at EPA. 

Can you tell me more about EPA’s ability to meet the statutory 
deadline for finalizing RES volume requirements each year by the 
end of November? EPA missed the deadline for 2013 by over 9 



141 


months, the agency is only now proposing requirements for 2014, 
again missing the deadline. 

And regardless of which side of the many sides to the RFS de- 
bate someone is on, it seems like something we can all agree on 
is that EPA needs to reliably perform its role to enable this policy. 
Uncertainty is a significant challenge to the outcome. What assur- 
ances can EPA give this Committee that they will finalize the vol- 
umes on time in the future? 

Mr. Grundler. Do I get credit for proposing the 2015 standard 
ahead of time? 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Udall. Well, if you do it on time that would be nice, yes. 

Mr. Grundler. Well, we have proposed the 2015 standard last 
month for biomass-based diesel. Senator. 

I am not proud of our record here. I would like to be faster. The 
truth is that this has been a very challenging policy issue with a 
lot of diverse points of view as I heard last week and as we have 
heard today. This renewable fuels policy intersects with a lot of dif- 
ferent parts of the Government, a lot of different kinds of policy be- 
yond environmental policy, and that has made it challenging. 

I am hopeful, and our goal is certainly to finalize these 2014 and 
2015 standards by this spring and hopefully get back on track. Our 
whole intention here with this proposal is to put the RES on a 
more manageable trajectory that provides for both growth over 
time of these fuels as well as recognizing the pace at which the 
market can respond to use them. And if we get it right, then per- 
haps the temperature will drop and people can unite behind our 
approach that we are laying out. 

Senator Udall. Great. Thank you for that commitment. 

Mr. Chalk, thank you for your work at DOE. 

In your remarks today, you mentioned that one of DOE’s R&D 
goals was for cellulosic drop-in fuels. Can you tell me if there are 
other similar targets for algae drop-in and advanced biofuels which 
DOE is pursuing in fiscal year 2014, what challenges do algae R&D 
focus on, and what can innovators working in New Mexico, how can 
they partner with DOE to continue to work on these critical chal- 
lenges in the future? 

Mr. Chalk. Thank you for that question. Senator. We are looking 
at cellulosic and advanced biofuels as well as algae. So, we are 
really neutral on the feedstock. All the feedstocks are non-food 
sources. So, we would include algae toward that goal if it can 
achieve that. 

We view that as a little longer-term pathway, but certainly we 
have three pilot demonstrations right now that are making very, 
very good progress toward that goal. So, we see the algae pathway 
as very important to achieving drop-in fuels which really get 
around this blend wall issue that we have because they are totally 
compatible with the infrastructure today. 

Senator Udall. Great. I yield back. Madam Chair. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Udall follows:] 

Statement of Hon. Tom Udall, 

U.S. Senator from the State of New Mexico 

Good morning. Welcome, Mr. Grundler and Mr. Chalk, and our other distin- 
guished guests serving on our second panel. 
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Thank you for being here today. And Senators Boxer and Vitter, I want to thank 
you for holding this hearing on renewable fuels. 

This is an important discussion. I have long said we need a “do it all, do it right” 
energy policy. Taking control of our energy security. Producing more energy here at 
home. And using a diverse portfolio of sources. 

How we manage to do this will have a huge impact. To our planet. To our secu- 
rity. And to our economy. 

The threat of global warming is real. That is not conjecture. That is science. The 
reality is we have to transition to a clean energy economy. This is a commitment 
we owe future generations. And it is a commitment that will not wait. 

So, we have to make that transition. And our goals are clear. To meet our energy 
needs. To reduce the impact of energy production on the environment. And to dras- 
tically cut the pollution of our air and water. 

Renewable fuels play an important role. For increased domestic energy produc- 
tion. For a sustainable energy mix. Moving our country and our economy forward 
in the future. 

Overall we are making progress. Market share of renewable fuels has increased. 
We’ve seen many success stories. Applying American innovation to meet our energy 
challenges. 

In my State of New Mexico, there are multiple examples of how innovation is suc- 
cessfully implementing solutions. 

Sapphire Energy is one example. Using algae feedstocks for green crude oil that 
flows with conventional crude oil all the way to the refinery for processing. 

Another company. Joule Unlimited, produces fuels directly and continuously from 
sunlight and waste CO 2 in a novel, gas-to-liquid conversion process. 

And in both cases the end product is indistinguishable from conventional fuel. 

Our State also leads in biofuels research and development. Just last week I saw 
firsthand how important the R&D efforts of Los Alamos National Lab, the New 
Mexico Consortium, and each of their university partners, including UNM, NMSU, 
and NM Tech, are for the future of this industry. 

I am concerned that the proposed changes to the RFS could jeopardize near and 
long term growth in advanced biofuels, preventing innovative technologies in New 
Mexico from entering the pipeline for future production. 

We need the RFS to enable all these innovative fuel sources to develop side by 
side with conventional fuel. 

There are some areas where we can do better. First, the EPA rulemaking process 
needs to perform more reliably. When it does not, innovation is stifled. Business op- 
portunities fall through. Investments fail. There is too much uncertainty. We need 
to change that. 

Second, we need to be more feedstock neutral. It shouldn’t matter whether the 
source is corn or algae. What matters is the final product. That fuels our economy. 
And that creates jobs. 

The RFS should do more. To push innovation and technology in the market. With 
advanced biofuels that are indistinguishable from conventional ones. 

In 2011, I introduced a bipartisan bill to level the playing field for advanced 
biofuels and to make the RFS more technology neutral. 

The current RFS includes a traditional ethanol standard of up to 15 billion gal- 
lons by 2015. That comes mostly from corn feedstock. Which is linked to the price 
of cattle feed. 

I am concerned that this drives up prices for dairy producers in New Mexico, who 
for years have been struggling to break even because of inflated feed cost. 

And beef producers who have seen their herd size cut in half from several years 
of drought, limited forage, and rising feed costs. 

To address this issue, we can rely more on advanced biofuels. 

The large majority of the advanced biofuel standard is limited to only cellulosic 
biofuels. The playing field remains uneven. Other biofuels like algae remain at a 
disadvantage. 

We should change that. And we can, by removing the cellulosic biofuel carve-out 
and creating a technology neutral category. One that would include all advanced 
biofuels. Cellulosic. Algae. And other technologies, all at the same 21 billion gallon 
standard by 2022. 

That RFS will reward innovation, provide opportunity for growth, and help us de- 
velop the diverse sources of energy that we need for the future. 

I am looking forward to hearing more from today’s panels. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. Senator Sessions followed 
by Senator Boozman, and then we are going to move right to the 
second panel. 
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Senator Sessions. Well, to follow up on Senator Inhofe’s ques- 
tion, I supported the law that we would have cellulosic mandates, 
and we thought we would have some things happening that were 
going to develop that would give us a realistic opportunity to meet 
those goals. But that law required that there be 16 billion gallons 
by 2022. And as the chart showed, EIA, your own Department of 
Energy Information Agency, says we are only going to have now, 
they are projecting, half a billion gallons by 2022. 

So, that represents a reality that we are going to have to deal 
with and you have indicated, and I have looked at algae projects 
and seen some up close, but that is a long way off. We are not 
going to fill this gap with algae by 2023 are we, Mr. Chalk? 

Mr. Chalk. Thank you for the question. Senator. I would like to 
first start with what the status of cellulosic ethanol is. As I said 
in my testimony, we brought the cost down by a factor of four. The 
research and development is completed on that. 

Senator Sessions. Well, let us ask — Range Fuels in Georgia, is 
it still operating? 

Mr. Chalk. No, it is not. 

Senator Sessions. It is closed. It was supposed to be the bright- 
est prospect for a long time, was it not? 

Mr. Chalk. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Sessions. And then there was one in Alabama that was 
sued for fraud. And now you have got KiOR in Mississippi that has 
some potential, I think. Is that correct? 

Mr. Chalk. We see a lot of potential. 

Senator Sessions. Do you see anything better than, say, the 
KiOR technology out there that is going to have a potential to fill 
this gap? 

Mr. Chalk. Yes. There are five bio-refineries currently in the 
early stages of commercialization. We see great promise for the in- 
dustry to expand. As Senator Boxer said in her testimony, when we 
started these efforts in the 2007 and 2008 timeframe, private in- 
vestment was very hard to come by. So, a lot of these plants were 
delayed until that private cost share could be secured. And now we 
are in really early commercialization phases for cellulosic ethanol 
and we expect a very fast ramp up. 

Senator Sessions. Now, Madam Chair, for example, you harvest 
timber in Alabama and, I think, in most places, you have 10, 20 
percent of the tops that are waste products that a farmer would be 
glad to have taken away. He would not have to be paid for it be- 
cause it impacts his ability to replant and start over again. But 
that is limited, too. 

I guess what I am saying is I guess we probably overreached. 
Can you give us, can you give us realistically a specific kind of cel- 
lulosic productivity that can be achieved? And I will end with this. 
I think we would be smarter to help assist the technology develop- 
ment than to issue mandates before we have technology capable of 
meeting the mandates. 

So, we mandated cellulosic that we had no proven technology 
from and that has caused, really, an embarrassment to us all. So, 
give us your prospects of what might happen with cellulosic be- 
cause it would be great if we could do that, it does not require 
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breaking up new land and farming in the way that might otherwise 
be the case. 

Mr. Chalk. The department commissioned what we call the Bil- 
lion Ton Study so, if you include all the agricultural residue and 
wood waste and other sources, we could potentially replace about 
one-third of our transportation energy. And we are committed to 
the RFS and this process, and the checks and balances that Con- 
gress provided in the law and the process that EPA is going 
through right now where they are looking at what is the capacity 
of the industry to provide these fuels is very good. We think it is 
going to result in a final rule that will maintain the strength and 
the promise of the RFS. 

We think the long-term predictability of the RFS is critical to 
maintain this investment. 

Senator Boxer. I am going to have to stop you right there even 
though you are making a really good point. We have to move on. 

Senator Boozman. Thank you. Madam Chair. And I know that 
we do need to go to the next panel. 

Mr. Grundler, again, is it my understanding that your testimony 
is that if we hit the blend wall substantially that the price of diesel 
would not go up significantly? 

Mr. Grundler. I did not make that statement. I do not have an 
estimate for you. But the truth is that we have hit the ethanol 
blend wall. 

Senator Boozman. But most people feel like that would be the 
case. That is a fair statement, is it not? 

Mr. Grundler. No, I cannot confirm that statement. There are 
a lot of economists that are looking into that. 

Senator Boozman. I guess it is important that you would figure 
that out. 

Mr. Grundler. OK. 

Senator Boozman. In the sense, you know, that that really is a 
huge issue. 

Mr. Grundler. Could I respond? If I could just respond? What 
we have done in our proposal is we are, actually the blend wall has 
been reached, we are making an estimate of what is a reasonable 
amount of ethanol that can be consumed by the current system as 
well as what advanced biofuels can be produced in providing that 
estimate. So, I think the methodology that we proposed and the 
comments that we are seeking does address this concern that some 
have laid out with respect to the economic impacts of this blend 
wall. 

Senator Boozman. No, and again, do not misunderstand. I agree 
with what you are doing. I think that is good. Let me ask you 
about the RINs in the sense that there is being fraud associated 
with that and things. 

Mr. Grundler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Boozman. This is a different thing than EPA, it is a dif- 
ferent situation than they normally deal with. Can you comment 
about that, about the fact that there has been some fraud, what the 
agency is doing to prevent that in the future? I know you are in 
the process of a rulemaking that has not been complete. Maybe you 
can comment real quickly on when that will get completed. 
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Mr. Grundler. Yes, that rulemaking has been proposed. We got 
an, again, an enormous amount of comment on our proposal which 
establishes a voluntary quality assurance approach so that people 
have confidence in the RIN market and it creates the kind of li- 
quidity that we need. 

The rulemaking will be finalized early next year and we believe 
that already, because the way we wrote the proposal, allowed for 
some of this quality assurance to happen during this transition pe- 
riod and that we are very pleased to see that one of the concerns 
was that small producers would be going out of business. That has 
not happened. The number of producers is about the same. People 
are taking advantage of these quality assurance vendors. And li- 
quidity in the marketplace has been restored. 

Senator Boozman. Thank you. I have got to leave. I do want to 
recognize General Clark for being here as a fellow Arkansan. We 
are very, very proud of him for his service to his country in a num- 
ber of different ways. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. 

So, we are good. I passed on my questions so I am going to make 
three statements. If you disagree with me, I want you to say so. 
And then we will close out. 

One, oil companies need ethanol. Two, some oil companies even 
produce ethanol. And three, if Congress were to set a limit every 
year on how much alternative fuels we would need, I believe that 
would be a disincentive to the development of these alternative en- 
ergies. Do either of you disagree with anything I said? That is 
great. Oh, you had a momentary thought there. 

I really do appreciate this very, very much. I know we rushed 
you through and I appreciate the cooperation of colleagues. 

This panel is excused and we will move on to the second panel. 
Please make sure that you, please go as fast as possible. 

And new panel, come up. And if you could make sure that your 
statements do not exceed 4 minutes we will get started in a mo- 
ment. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We are rushing. We want 
to end this when the memorial service begins out of respect. 

So, we are going to start off the second panel with General Wes- 
ley Clark, Co-Chairman, Board of Directors of Growth Energy. And 
we are going to move down. I am going to ask each of you, 4 min- 
utes please to make up for a little lost time. 

General, we are very honored to have you here today. 

STATEMENT OF GENERAL WESLEY K. CLARK (RETIRED), CO- 
CHAIRMAN, GROWTH ENERGY 

General Clark. Thank you very much Chairman Boxer, Ranking 
Member Vitter and other distinguished members of the Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee. Thanks for the opportunity to 
be with you today. 

So, I want to start by just saying that I believe, first of all, I am 
in, as Senator Inhofe mentioned, I am in the energy business. So, 
I am in oil, I am in gas, wind, solar and biofuels. I have looked at 
the whole thing. I am in the financing side of it on numerous 
boards of directors. And my real interest is American national secu- 
rity and the prosperity of Americans. 
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So, I want to try to take the broadest picture in the couple of 
minutes I have got here. I think the Renewable Fuel Standard is 
a success. It has reduced our dependence on foreign oil, it has cre- 
ated 400,000 American jobs, revitalized the rural economy, puts 
$42 billion a year into it, lowered the price of gasoline at the pump 
and improved the environment. It is a success. 

Corn-based ethanol is the first step in bringing renewable fuels. 
You have got to build a distribution system and you have got to 
have the opportunity to put it into the automobile and the manu- 
facturers have to accept it. 

So, we have hit the blend wall right now. The blend wall is actu- 
ally an artificial creation. We can go through the blend wall any- 
time we put E15 and E85 in. E15 was extensively tested, 80 vehi- 
cles, 150,000 miles, works fine, 2001 on, and all the brand new 
automobiles have the warranties for E15. 

Seventeen percent of the corn crop is actually used in fuel. Corn- 
based ethanol is a factor in reducing the volatility of corn prices. 
As everybody on this Committee understands, I am sure, the $8 
per bushel price for corn last summer was primarily a function of 
drought and projections of reduced harvest. It was not a function 
of ethanol demand. 

Right now, corn prices are under $4.50 a bushel and anybody in 
the livestock or poultry business has to be happy with that because 
that is right at the cost for what it is for a farmer to grow it. The 
biggest factor in grain prices is actually the cost of fuel. So, that 
is what is really affecting us here. 

As far as the poultry industry is concerned, I am sorry Senator 
Boozman is not here, but our company, Tyson in Arkansas, has had 
record profits last year despite $8 per bushel corn prices. 

So, I think that we have got to see here, the big picture is we 
are moving off dependence on foreign oil. I think we should produce 
as much domestic oil as we can. But we need this biofuel. We are 
saving, as Senator Fischer said, about $40 billion a year in the 
American economy right now. We will go over $100 billion of sav- 
ings into our economy when we enact and get fully up there with 
renewable fuels. It is where we need to be. 

I am sorry about the EPA proposal. I think it hurts investments 
when Congress or EPA tinkers with these expectations. The cel- 
lulosic industry had a tough time dealing with the financial crisis 
of 2008. It chilled investment, and congressional tinkering with 
mandates and things like this further scares investors off. 

We have the technology now. One of the companies that I am as- 
sociated with, POET, their plant is coming on board in 
Emmetsburg, Iowa, late this spring. We will be producing 25 mil- 
lion gallons per year of cellulosic. It is combined with a corn eth- 
anol plant. It can be licensed, that technology, and it will spread 
rapidly throughout the Midwest provided that we make space in 
the market to sell ethanol. And that is really the issue here. 

We need the help from the U.S. Congress to have the oil industry 
cooperate with us. We are all on the same team here trying to help 
promote American prosperity and energy independence. Let’s get 
that fuel into the marketplace. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of General Clark follows:] 
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Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitler and all the members of the Committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to present testimony on the Renewable Fuel Standard. 

I am retired U.S. Army General Wesley Clark, Co-chaintian of Growth Energy, the country’s leading 
trade association of ethanol and renewable fuel producers. Growth Energy represents 80 ethanol plants in 
14 states and 81 associate members involved in the value chain of producing ethanol. Our plants produce 
ethanol from grain and are leaders in innovating in second*generation fuels from sources like plant wastes 
and algae. 

Prior to my advocacy on renewable fuels, ! spent almost 40 years in our nation’s armed forces and have 
spent a majority of my lime outside of the military discussing our nation’s foreign policy and threats 
overseas. I can say without hesitation that our nation’s addiction to foreign oil is one of the biggest issues 
facing our nation - even with newfound domestic supplies of oil and natural gas. 

One of the biggest reasons why Congress passed and President Bush signed into law the Renewable Fuel 
Standard was because of this dangerous addiction to foreign oil. And it has worked. Since 2005, our 
dependence on foreign oil has decreased from 60 percent to 40 percent, a 33 percent reduction. 

More efficient automobiles and increased oil production have absolutely played a role in this, but let’s 
look at the increase in biofuels compared to the increase in oil production. From 2005 to 2012, U.S. oil 
production has increased by roughly 25 percent on the back of newfound oil resources. In that same time 
period, ethanol production has increased by 240 percent, and biodiesel production has increased by 880 
percent. 

My message to the Committee is this: the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) is an overwhelming success. It 
has reduced our dependence on foreign oil and made our nation more energy independent, created 
American jobs, revitalized rural America, injected mueb-needed competition into a monopolized vehicle 
fuels market, lowered the price at the pump, and improved the environment. That is a great record of 
accomplishment -one that I would call a brilliant success. It is wise policy, and a tribute to its bipartisan 
passage. 

In particular, the RFS: 

• Is one of the key components that have helped lower our dependence on foreign oil by 33 percent. 

• Has cracked the monopolistic stranglehold that petroleum-based fuels have on our transportation 
system, injecting much needed competition and providing drivers a choice at the pump. 

• Supports 400,000 American jobs and generates $42 billion in economic activity. 

• Lowered the price at the pump for all American drivers. Wholesale ethanol was 73 cents less 
expensive than regular gasoline at the close of business on Friday, and has been a dollar at some 
points this year. 

These are real, tangible results that benefit every American today. But if some had their way, we’d throw 
all of this progress away so the incumbents can shut out competition and maintain their stranglehold on 
the wallets of American drivers so that Americans will never escape the burden of imported oil and 
imported, monopolistic fuel pricing. 
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We see a different path forward. The Renewable Fuel Standard and higher-level blends of ethanol present 
the first real opportunity to create fuel diversity In the United States. Jt has been over 100 years since 
Americans had a choice In what they use in their automobiles. Now, the oil lobby has begun a sustained, 
multipronged eampaign to kill renewable fuels just as it ramps up and threatens oil’s market share. 

The premise that America's newfound oil and gas resources mean we no longer need renewable fuels Is 
simply not true. We are this year going to import almost $400 billion worth of petroleum, the majority 
from OPEC countries. In addition, in September imports increased by almost 1 million barrels/day. This 
is to be expected as the economy returns to growth. These imports suck money away from our economy - 
just like a per capita tax on each and every American of about $1200. 

Biofuels like ethanol keep those funds inside our economy, creating jobs and building communities. Every 
one percent of ethanol in our fuel supply retains over $3 billion in our own economy. Today, we are 
helping retain approximately $30 billion that would have flowed out of our economy. When we fulfill the 
full RFS vision in 2022, ethanol and other biofuels will be responsible for keeping almost $100 billion 
annually in our economy tliat would otherwise go to other nations. 

Moreover, oil is a global market. We don't control the price. Because ethanol is historically an average of 
more than 50 cents gallon cheaper than oil, we are further helping hold a lid on gasoline prices. 

With the success of the RFS, the United Slates is on the brink of energy independence and energy 
diversity. On behalf of Growth Energy, the biofuels industry, and America’s rural communities, 1 urge 
you stay true to the Renewable Fuel Standard that is working and already showing results while still in its 
infancy. 

The RFS will create true consumer freedom in the fuels market. It has reduced fuel costs for American 
families, has freed the American taxpayer from having to support the agricultural economy, and spurred 
significant investments in rural America. My testimony today covers seven key topics: 

• Success of the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) 

• National security benefits of the RFS 

• Environmental improvements from the use of biofuels 

• How the RFS has revitalized rural economies 

• Biofuel production’s limited impact on food prices 

• The so-called “blend wall” 

• How El 5 is safe and ready for use 

Success of Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) 

Tlie RFS is the bedrock federal policy that has spurred billions of dollars of investment in America’s 
cutting-edge biofuels industry'. It has been the primary driver behind the only large-scale, commercially- 
viable alternative to regular gasoline - ethanol. Because of the forward-looking, long-term nature of the 
policy, the United States leads the world in innovation in biofuels, attracting investment from around the 
world. Today, because of the RFS, there are more than 200 ethanol biorcfinerles across the country and 
dozens of projects that will make advanced or cellulosic biofuels. 
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The RFS has provided U.S. drivers with a vehicle fuel that is made up 10 percent biofuel, and that fuel 
blend is available in all 50 states. If the U.S. ethanol industry were a foreign supplier, only Canada would 
supply the U.S. with more fuel than the U.S. ethanol industry. This newfound biofuel supply has been a 
key component in helping reduce our dependence on foreign oil by 33 percent since 2005. Getting rid of 
the 1 0 percent of biofuels in our passenger vehicle supply would pose big problems. 


Renewable Fuel Standard 
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Figure 2 

Advanced and celiulosic biofuels research, investment, and development are occurring right now. Growth 
Energy has several members that are producing these fuels because of the market signal provided by the 
RFS; 

• A celiulosic ethanol plant that is poised to produce the first commercially available celiulosic 
biofuel from corn stover in early 2014. 

• A first of its kind algae biorcactor utilizing carbon dioxide and waste water and has operated it for 
over two years. 

• A project to utilize wood killed by pine beetles as a fuel feedstock. 

• Plants that will convert the fiber in the corn kernel into celiulosic ethanol. 

• Plants that are using grain sorghum along with biogas from a manure digester to produce an 
advanced biofuel. 
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Figure 3 

These exciting projects are just among our membership. Advanced and cellulose fuels that are now being 
developed that will provide benefits and economic opportunity to every state in the nation. Any changes 
to the RPS will likely kill investment in any advanced or ccllulosic fuel project. Changing the RFS puts at 
risk an entire American-made, American-built industry at a time we can least afford to lose jobs. 

Changing the RFS risks future research and development of advanced and ccllulosic biofuels, which 
occupy the largest portion of the RFS in the future. We arc just five years into a 1 5-year plan, and we are 
just three years removed from when the Environmental Protection Agency finalized RFS rules. Any 
changes to this policy will have devastating effects. 

National Security Benefits of the RFS 

The U.S. continues to be extremely vulnerable to shocks in the oil supply and price disruptions -from 
both foreign supply and the domestic supply chain. During the last decade, tlie price of oil has nearly 
quadrupled, going from roughly S25 per barrel in 2001 to nearly $100 per barrel today; that price 
disruption has had a significant impact on American consumers and the American economy, with the 
price of gasoline rising from $1.09 per gallon in 2001 to roughly $3.25 per gallon today. Despite 
significant increases in domestic oil production, we are still importing millions of barrels per day of 
foreign oil sending more than $400 billion overseas last year alone. These imports are from a number of 


777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 005, Washington, D.C. 20002 
202.545.4000 202.545.4001 


Page 5 of 20 
GrowthEnergy.org 


152 


countries in unstable regions, like the Middle East, that have little interest in the United States’ energy 
security (data from the U.S. Energy Infonnation Administration http.V/eia.gov 'l. 

We are also spending billions of dollars each year to protect oil supply routes in the Middle East- these 
costs could be dramatically reduced if we turned to more home-grown renewable ethanol. As an example, 
according to RAND, the U.S. spends between $67 and $83 billion per year protecting global oil interests 
(“Imported Oil and U.S. National Security”, RAND Corporation, 2009), Critics of renewable fuels point 
to Canada as our largest source of our imported oil, but even Canada has recently developed assets, such 
as the Enbridge Northern Gateway Pipeline, aimed at exporting their oil to China rather than exporting to 
the United States fhttp://www.northerngatewav.cay ). Even ExxonMobil acknowledges processing nearly 
three times as much oil as is produced here in the United States (“What am I paying for in the price of a 
gallon of gasoline?”, Ken Cohen, January 27, 20 12 http://exxonmobilDerspectives.com ). 

All of this additional oil is purchased on the global market that is still largely controlled by OPEC. Any 
time there is a supply disruption or OPEC arbitrarily decides to cut production, it hurts American 
consumers. We’ve seen Iran consider choking off the Strait of Hormuz, we’ve seen workers strike in 
Venezuela, we’ve seen pipelines burst, and the list goes on - all of these situations have both impacted the 
supply of oil and the cost American consumers pay at the pump. Even here in the United States, we have 
seen refineries taken offline for seasonal maintenance, in the Midwest, thus causing outrageous price 
increases in Minneapolis and other places across the region (“Pain at the Pump as Gas Prices Soar above 
$4”, http://kstp.coiTi/article/slories/s3034685.slilnil : “Spike in Twin Cities Gas Prices Leaves Drivers 
Frustrated,” http://wvvvv.staitribune.com/busiiicss/l9037442l .litnil t. 

EPA’s Misguided Preliminary Rule for 2014 RFS volumes 

The EPA proposal sets us back on the path to fulfillment, will chill investment in biofuels, rewards 
deliberate and willful resistance to the law, and will encourage further and more intensive efforts to gut 
RFS in the years ahead. It would cause severe harm to farmers, the biofuels industry, and the nation’s 
economy. This proposal is already creating great uncertainty for farmers and other industry investors. 

The RFS was approved by a bipartisan majority in Congress and enacted into law nearly six years ago. 
Since that time, the oil industry has used its considerable power to delay, litigate, and undercut the RFS. 
Now, by refusing to take any steps to allow higher biofuel blends into the consumer marketplace, the oil 
industry is claiming the statutory volumes of the RFS cannot be met because of the so-called “blend wall.” 

The F,PA’s proposal to waive the statutory renewable fuel volumes mistakenly accepts this logic. It 
ignores the potential for EI5, ESS and biodiesel. It doesn’t take into accountthe large surplus of RINs, 
which could be used in 2014 and it does not factor for increased gasoline demand. And, most 
fundamentally, it does not follow Congressional intent in creating the RFS program. The program was 
designed to spur investment in renewable fuels, not to punish those who have invested while rewarding 
those who have impeded development. 

Since the RFS’ inception, the ethanol industry has produced ample biofuel to meet the statutory' 
obligations of the RFS and it has ample capacity to do so again in 2014, With this proposal, EPA is 
waiving the statutory volumes - including, for the first time, the total renewable fuel volume - on the 
grounds that there is insufficient demand for higher-level blends, notwithstanding the fact that the oil 
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industry has refused to give consumers a choice at the pump. The statutory volumes can easily be met if 
the oil industry would simply comply with the original intent of the RFS and allow higher ethanol blends 
like El 5 to be competitively sold to consumers. 

While some have claimed that the infrastructure is not in place to dispense ethanol blends above 10 
percent, that is simply not the case. The vast majority of gasoline dispensing equipment made since 2008 
is warranted for ethanol blends as high as El 5 and underground storage tanks made in the last 20 years are 
equipped to handle blends up to 1 00 percent ethanol. As for the market, nearly 80 percent of the vehicles 
on the road today are approved by EPA for EI5 and there are over 16 million flex-fuel vehicles that can 
consume even higher blends - up to and including E85. Also, ElA recently increased its gasoline demand 
estimates indicating 2.1 to 2.9 million gallons of additional use per day, which means even more ethanol 
can be blended as ElO. Clearly there is the capacity and ability to push through the so-called “blend wall” 
- now is not the time to retreat from the goals of the RFS. 

This proposal would also jeopardize the tremendous success our nation’s farmers have seen as a result of 
the certainty of the RFS with net farm income increasing by 51 percent while federal farm payments have 
decreased 57 percent. 

Similarly, the proposal directly threatens an American-made biofuels industry at a time when our nation 
can least afford to lose Jobs. Companies from all over the world have invested billions of dollars in first 
and second generation biofuels in the U.S. and are poised to do more. Arbitrarily reducing the levels 
established in the statute threatens investments that are making commercial production of cellulosic 
ethanol a reality - projects that will help achieve the significant greenhouse gas reduetion goals outlined 
in the RFS. 

EPA should move the RFS forward, not backward. EPA should not reduce the total renewable fuel 
volume below the level that provides for 14.4 billion gallons of conventional ethanol and attainable 
domestically produced advanced biofuel levels. 

Environmental Benefits of Biofuels 


The RFS has been one of the most successful energy policies of the last 40 years. It is reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, reducing our dangerous dependence on foreign oil and creating American 
jobs. EPA estimates that by 2022, the RFS will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 138 million metric 
tons or the equivalent of taking 27 million pa.sscnger vehicles off the road. In particular, studies show that 
traditional corn ethanol reduces greenhouse gas emissions as much as 59 percent compared to gasoline 
{Improvements in Lifecycle Energy Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Corn-Ethanol, Liska et 
al., which can be found here: http://onlinelibrarv.wilev.eom/dol/10.l 1 1 l/i.l530- 
9290.2008.00t05.x/ab.stt'actl . 

As we move to the next generation of biofuels, greenhouse gas emissions will be even further 
reduced. Recent studies have shown that using switchgrass and corn stover to produce cellulosic ethanol 
will reduce greenhouse gases as much as 94 percent and over 100 percent respectively {Energy and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Effects of Corn and Cellulosic Ethanol with Technolog)! Improvements ami 
Land Use Changes, Wang et al, which can be found at 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/atticlc/pii/S096195341 1000298 1. 
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The long-term certainty of the RFS has driven significant investment in the next generation of biofuels 
and new technologies both in ethanol production and in agriculture. By increasing yields, increasing 
efficiency, and deploying new technologies, ethanol and agriculture production continues to soften its 
footprint on the environment- particularly as fossil fuels like crude oil and natural gas become harder and 
harder to extract. Just in the past four years, we have seen significant results - we are producing more 
ethanol for each bushel of corn (2.82 gallons/bushel in 2012 vs. 2.78 gallons/bushel in 2008), using less 
water (2.70 gallons of water per gallon of ethanol in 2008 vs. 2.72 gallons of water per gallon of ethanol 
in 2012), and are using less energy to produce a gallon of ethanol (23,862 BTU/gallon in 2012 vs. 26,208 
BTU/gallon in 2008) (Mueller and K.vvik, 2012 Corn Ethanol: Emerging Plant Energy and Emerging 
Technologies, http://wvvw.erc.iiic.edu/PDF/muclier/2012 corn ethanol draft4 10 2013.pdtT 

Additionally, some of these newer technologies will be “bolted-on” to existing biofuel production to take 
advantage of current power and resource streams - maximizing efficiency and driving greenhouse gas 
emissions down even further. Only by keeping this policy in place will we continue to see this type of 
investment in more efficient systems to improve our environment. 

How the RFS Has Revitalized Rural Economies 



The RFS has had a tremendous positive impact on rural communities and the agriculture sector. Since the 
enactment and implementation of the RFS, net farm income grown by 51 percent from 2005 to 201 1 
helped in part by the RFS. The RFS also supports 400,000 jobs and more than $40 billion in economic 
activity. 


Net Farm Income 
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In addition, renewable fuels have helped create a balance in supply and demand for crop commodities that 
has alleviated the need for most forms of government payments and created a market-based, rather than a 
government-based, agricultural economy. This in turn has driven fanners to utilize new technology and 
soil resources to produce crops. According to USDA, since 2004, planted acres of corn have increased 
from 80.93 million acres to 97.28 million acres for 2013. Harvested corn acres increased from 73.63 
million acres in 2004 to 87.38 million acres in 2012. Similarly, production has driven technology and 
efficiency — since 2000, corn yields have gone from 137 bushels per acre up to 153 bushels per acre in 
20 1 0. Likewise, taking an example from the poultry industry, USDA shows that turkey production was 
$2.89 billion in 2004 increasing to $4.99 billion in 2013. These figures prove the RFS has, and will, 
continue to drive growth across all of American agriculture. 

Like any commodity, the market responds to natural forces such as supply and demand. The market for 
corn is no different. While the RFS has created additional demand for com, more importantly, it has 
driven additional corn production that otherwise would not have occurred while producing significant 
quantities of co-products that are substitutes for starch used in ethanol production. For decades, farmers 
were paid far less than the price of production for their corn, and the American taxpayer heavily 
subsidized the price. Last year, ethanol critics alleged the RFS caused prices to rise more than $8 per 
bushel, when, in fact, the price increase was a direct result of one of the worst droughts in our nation’s 
history. In fact, those purchasing corn could have locked in prices for under $5 per bushel as late as June 
2012. Today, the price of corn is $4.36 per bushel. The RFS has tools built in that allow states to waive 
the RFS in cases of severe economic harm. Twice, states have petitioned EPA to waive the RFS and both 
times, the petitioners have failed to make the case. 

A final point that should not be overlooked concerns the taxpayer savings from reduced farm program 
payments that have occurred as the RFS has been implemented. According to data from the 
Congressional Budget Office, the average federal farm program payments to com producers averaged 
over $4.4 billion per year for the 2002 - 2006 crop years. Corn payments averaged about SI. 9 billion per 
year from 2007 to 201 1, a reduction in taxpayer costs of almost 57 percent. 

Biofuel Production's Limited Imnact on Food Price 

There are many factors tiiat liad an impact on food prices, including crop production shortfalls and 
increased demand overseas. On June 26, 2013, Dr. Joseph Glauber, Chief Economist at the United States 
Department of Agriculture testified before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the House 
Committee on Energy and Commerce that the total impact of changes in the corn market on retail food 
prices was small. This is consistent with prior analysis done by USDA, the World Bank and many others. 

Countless academic, economic and government studies have disproven the misplaced notion that biofuels 
production has increased the cost of food. These studies have instead found that record-high oil prices, 
Wall Street speculators and the high costs of manufacturing, packaging and transportation have far more 
impact than ethanol on everyday grocery prices. There is no substantial link between ethanol production 
and grocery prices. Despite the proven facts, misinformed critics still actively try to stoke illegitimate 
fears that demand for ethanol will somehow drive up food prices. 

Corn is only a fraction of overall food and grain costs. For every $1 spent at a grocery store, 85.9 cents go 
to marketing, which includes labor, transportation, energy, and packaging costs. Just 14. 1 cents are 
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associated with farni costs — of that, only 3 cents are associated with the value of corn. The USDA 
forecasts that the price of food will increase by 3.5 percent in 2013, slightly above historical inflation 
averages of approximately 3 percent per year. Food prices rise when oil prices rise. I’he price of food is 
driven up by transportation and packaging — not by renewable fuels like ethanol. Food processing is 
energy intensive, and packaging frequently uses petroleum-based raw materials. Transporting food 
worldwide also requires large amounts of fuel and subsequently large amounts of oil. 


Your Dollar at the Grocery Store 
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Figure 9 

Contrary to the unsubstantiated opinions of those who would repeal the RFS, the chart below graphs the 
Consumer Price Index from 2005 to May, 2013 for all items, food, and gasoline. This clearly 
demonstrates that gasoline prices have played a far bigger role in rising consumer prices that food costs. 
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Since 2005, the CPI for food has increased about 18.3 percent, roughly in line with the CPI for all items 
including food and gasoline which rose by about 16 percent. The index for gasoline increased by nearly 
40 percent and in recent years, the trend has followed a very steep upward path. Interestingly, this is 
occuiTing as we have increased the amount of ethanol blended into our gasoline supply which every 
credible analysis has concluded that consumer gas prices would be even higher if it were not for ethanol 
holding prices down. 

These three charts that graph the prices spreads between retail, wholesale, and farm values help provide 
the answer. Farm values for choice beef, pork, and broilers- the primary livestock products demanded by 
consumers - have risen somewhat over the last decade. For the most pan, wholesale values have 
paralleled the upward movement of farm values. However, the retail - wholesale/faim price spread has 
increased at a much faster mte. 
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Broiler Values: 2002-12 
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The primary cause of increased consumer prices rests not with livestock producers or those who process 
their products, but with the same food companies who are complaining about the RFS. According to the 
World Bank, over 50 percent of the global increase in food priees is due to energy costs and for the U.S. 
the increase in the retail prices spreads suggest that either energy costs and other non-farm cost factors are 
being passed on to consumers or retained by the food companies as increased profit margins. 


How the RFS has Helped Livestock Producers 


Biofuel production only removes the starch from the corn. The protein, fiber, and oil is returned to the 
animal feed supply in the biofuel feed co-product known as distiller’s grains. Distillers grains amount to 
one-third of the corn used in ethanol production. According to USDA, 80 percent of the calories from the 
decline of corn-based livestock feed have been returned to the livestock industry in this form. Distiller’s 
grains also replace soybean meal in feed rations, meaning there is less demand for soybeans, requiring 
fewer acres planted to soybeans. 

Distiller’s grains feed cattle, hogs, poultry and other animals around the world. American farms can 
create food and fuel. In fact, the ethanol industry produced 38.8 million tons of distiller grains just last 
year, the weight equivalent of nearly 1 .4 billion bushels of com and almost 400 aircraft carriers. 

American com growers have demonstrated they have more than enough capacity to satisfy all demand for 
livestock feed, exports, and ethanol. Because of new technology that allows farmers to grow more crops 
on fewer acres of land, corn farmers are poised to increase plantings even more to take advantage of the 
growing market for renewable fuels. On July 1 1, USDA pegged this year’s corn crop at 14 billion 
bushels. 
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One of the biggest myths perpetuated by those who dislike the RFS is that 40 percent of the com crop 
goes to biofuels. This is not only wildly false, it is completely misleading. 

As the chart shows, only 1 7.5 percent of net corn acres are used for renewable fuels. Actual "net acres” 
used for ethanol are less than 50 percent of gross acres. Only the starch is used for ethanol. Distiller’s 
grains displace com and soybean meal. Com yields are three times soybean yields. 
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Figures 

in the fall of 2012, Growth Energy provided comments to the ERA in response to requests to waive the 
RFS from various state governors. In those comments, we demonstrated that waiving the RFS would 
jeopardize farmers, rural jobs and economies and would increase consumers’ prices at the pump. 
Specifically, we estimated that waiving the RFS could result in up to $7.8 billion in lost revenue and a 
reduction of 8,300 jobs test in ethanol producing areas. Additionally, waiving the RFS would result in a 
$7.5 billion a year cost to con.sumers through higher fuel costs and between $5.8 and $27 billion losses to 
American farmers. Finally, companies have already spent billions of dollars building facilities, harvesting 
cellulosic materials and planning on the certainty of a 15 year RFS program as they mov e to prepare to 
produce the next generation of biofuels. 
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in fact, USDA estimates that the com demand lost from 201 1 to 2012 due to the drought was far greater 
for ethanol than livestock feed. The demand lost from the ethanol industry was more than 350 million 
bushels from 201 1 to 2012, while the demand lost from animal feed was less than 100 million bushels. 
And with a 14 billion bushel crop projected this year (compared to last year’s 10.7 billion bushel crop), 
com demand for animal feed is projected to increase by 16 percent to 5.2 billion bushels, while corn 
demand for ethanol production is projected to increase by 5 percent to 4.9 billion bushels. 


Despite overwhelming data, some leaders in the livestock and poultry industry have blamed ethanol for 
rising feed costs and declining profit opportunities throughout the livestock production sector. The 
difference between the total value of U.S. livestock and poultry production and the cost of feed is 
increasing, not declining. In fact, for the seven years prior to the enactment of the RFS, the margin 
averaged $83.4 billion per year. In the seven years since RFS became law, the margin has increased by 
nearly 1 8 percent to an average of $98.2 billion per year. ^ — rr~r-r 


(Margin: Vatue of Livestock and Poultry 
Less Purchased Feed 


r 




Figure 6 


This chart shows what has happened to the production of the four major livestock categories - beef, pork, 
broilers and turkey over the 2003-14 period. To its credit, the livestock industry has become far more 
efficient in managing their animal feeding operations and contrary to the claims of some, livestock 
production has in fact increased by about 5 billion pounds over the period charted. 
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When prices are viewed in conjunction with production, one must question the veracity of the statements 
by those who suggest the RFS is causing the demise of the U.S. livestock industry. Not only has livestock 
production increased since enactment of the RFS, but prices for beef, pork, broilers and turkey have also 
risen compared to the years prior to the RFS. 
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Livestoclc Prices Received: 2003-14 
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To summarize these charts; livestock production is up, livestock prices are up, and the margin between 
livestock values and the cost of feed has grown appreciably all since the RFS was enacted. This hardly 
paints a picture of an economically distressed U.S. livestock sector. 

The So-Called “Blend Wall” 


Recently, the oil industry has falsely blamed the Renewable Fuel Standard as the cause of higher gasoline 
prices. These stories revolve around a false premise — that prices for a RFS compliance mechanism 
demanded by the oil industry when the RFS was first passed info law - Renewable Identification Numbers 
(RlNs) - are responsible for the increase in domestic gasoline prices. 

Many have termed this the '"blend wall,” and breaking the blend wall is vital to the success of the 
RFS. With ethanol consistently trading at a significant discount to wholesale gasoline, oil at nearly $100 
a barrel and gasoline selling for more than $3.25 per gallon, it makes little sense to prevent El 5 and even 
higher ethanol blends into the market. With the RFS goal of 36 billion gallons of renewable fuel by 2022, 
it was clear higher blends of ethanol would be required regardless of the level of fuel 
consumption. However, other than the use of ethanol to blend ElO, the oil industry has done nothing but 
erect hurdles to higher blends of ethanol and now their publicly-stated goal to completely eliminate the 
RF.S altogether. 

The charge that RfN prices are the cause of higher gas prices is objectively false. RlNs for ethanol are 
provided free of charge to oil companies when they blend ethanol. Any added value comes from trading 
RlNs in an opaque marketplace between oil companies. Ethanol has consistently been trading — and will 
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likely continue trading — significantly cheaper than gasoline. Recently, wholesale ethanol has been up to 
$1.00 per gallon less expensive than wholesale gasoline. 

REN prices are increasing because of refinei-s’ unwillingness to blend ethanol and instead are willing to 
pay a premium specifically not to blend additional ethanol. Meanwhile, oil companies are currently 
making record margins. EPA has specifically said there is not a shortage of RINs for 2013. In fact, there 
are more than 2.6 billion carry-over RINs from 2012. The simple solution to this problem is to adopt the 
higher level ethanol blends such as E15. As soon as the oil companies adopt the higher blends, plenty of 
RfNs will become available and the price for those RINs will likely decrease significantly based on lower 
demand. The oil industry has erected hurdle after hurdle to El 5 and mid-level ethanol blends and continue 
to fight to try and eliminate the RFS. By refusing to sell higher ethanol blends, the oil companies only 
maintain the status quo: high gas prices for the consumer and record profits for the five largest oil 
companies. 

The RFS continues to call for increasing amounts of biofuel to be blended into the country’s fuel supply. 
However, there are market limitations put in place by the oil industry effectively ‘"capping” the amount of 
renewable fuel that can be blended. This creates overproduction in a saturated fuel market. 

The Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit (VEETC) was designed to provide a financial incentive to 
provide ethanol blenders - not ethanol producers -to blend ethanol and make sure the blend wall didn’t 
occur. The primai’y recipients of this incentive were integrated oil companies. VEETC paid out tens of 
billions of dollars before it expired at the end of 201 1 to help these integrated oil companies upgrade their 
distribution network to meet the future need for higher inclusion rates of ethanol. 

E15 is Safe and Ready for Use 

When the RFS was first created, it was apparent that our nation’s energy infrastructure and economy 
needed a wider market for renewable fuels. Even under fuel use assumptions in 2007, when the RFS was 
expanded, higher-level ethanol blends like E15 would be required in order to meet the volumes contained 
in the statute. Unfortunately, the oil industry has decided to erect every public relations, legal and 
regulatory hurdle possible to avoid marketing fuel containing more than 1 0 percent ethanol. Instead of 
working to accommodate fuel choice for consumers, the oil industry has chosen to try to shut out 
competing fuels from their vertically integrated monopoly. 

Because the oil industry continues to stifle fuel choice at the pump, most consumers don’t have access to 
El 5, In those fueling stations where retailers have decided to offer El 5 despite pressure by the oil 
industry, we have seen robust sales. This is because E15 is less expensive, safe for use, and high- 
performance. 

More than four and a half years ago, Growth Energy led the way by filing a waiver with the U.S. EPA to 
allow the .sale of ethanol blends up to El 5 beyond the cument 10 percent ethanol in today’s current fuel 
supply. By moving the nation to E 1 5, we will further constrain the price at the pump, add 136,000 new 
American jobs, limit greenhouse gas emissions even more and reduce the demand for gasoline produced 
from foreign oil by up to 7 billion gallons. In addition, E15 would reduce tbe use of aromatics in 
gasoline, which are petroleum-derived fuel components known to hann human health. 
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When Growth Energy filed the original waiver for EI5 with the U.S. EPA, we sought approval for all 
gasoline-powered engines and provided ample data to demonstrate the fuels’ safety and efficacy. The 
Depailment of Energy chose to narrow their specific testing by putting E15 on a path for approval for only 
2001 and newer vehicles. More testing was done on Ei5 than any other fuel ever approved by EPA under 
the Clean Air Act, with the Department of Energy (DOE) testing 86 vehicles for a total of 6 million 
miles, doe’s testing found absolutely no issues with emissions equipment or with engine 
durability. With DOPTs data in hand, the EPA ultimately approved our waiver in January 2011 for all 
2001 and newer passenger vehicles - more than 80 percent of the vehicles on the road today. In fact, Ford, 
General Motors and other auto manufacturers have already started labeling their vehicles as approved for 
El 5 — General Motors for model years 2012 and 2013, Ford for model year 2013. Further, NASCAR has 
been running on El 5 for 3 years for a total of 5 million miles in some of the world’s toughest driving 
conditions and they have experienced an increase in horsepower, no mileage loss or mechanical problems 
suggesting that EI5 is more than safe for use in everyday automobiles. 

Many other criticisms of El 5 have been made with no scientific basis whatsoever. For example, an oil 
industry funded-study of E15 by the Coordinating Research Council (CRC) is significantly flawed with 
DOE publicly releasing a direct response entitled ’'Getting U Right: Accurate Testing and Assessments 
Critical to Deploying the Next Generation of Auto Fuels” (http://energv.aov/aiticies/uetting-it-right- 
accurate-testing-and-assessments-critical-depioving-next-generation-auto ). First, the CRC was extremely 
limited - only testing eight vehicles while the DOE tested 86. CRC also failed to test the engines on ElO, 
the standard consumer gasoline found throughout the United States. CRC only tested 3 of the 8 vehicles 
on ethanol free gasoline and even one of those failed. CRC also chose two engines that had existing 
durability issues - one of which had even been recalled, 'fhe test was also specifically designed to stress 
the engine valve train. To sum up their findings, DOE said, “Wc believe the [CRC] study is significantly 
Hawed.” DOE’s findings were recently validated by tlie National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) 

It should be made clear that E15 is a voluntary choice both for retailers and for consumers. Fuel retailers 
should not face any significant incremental risk for offering E15, assuming they follow the misfueiing 
mitigation rules. In addition, the decision to offer E15 is voluntary based on a retailer’s assessment of 
return on invested capital, customer mix, and retail 
station configuration. 

For small engines, marine applications, and 
gasoline engines other than 200 1 and newer 
passenger vehicles, the law explicitly prohibits 
El 5. Further, the EPA has issued a specific rule to 
mitigate consumer misfueiing, including a label 
specific to E15. In fact, ethanol is the only fuel that 
requires a warning label at the pump. Additionally, 
ethanol is the only ingredient labeled in gasoline 
even though gasoline is a chemical cocktail which 
contains more than 200 different components some 
of which can pose serious health hazards. 


Finally, there is no credible data to suggest that fueling with El 5 would damage these small engines. The 
volume of fuel consumed by marine engines is only a small part of the U.S. gasoline demand - 1 30,000 
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barrels per day versus 8.46 million barrels per day of total gasoline consumption in 201 1. Additionally, 
several manufacturers arc manufacturing laiw equipment built to run on ethanol blends up to 85 percent. 
It makes no sense to make policy decisions that could deny the majority of U.S. drivers’ access to 
cheaper, cleaner ethanol in order to accommodate a tiny fraction of fuel users who will have fueling 
alternatives readily available. 

Conclusion 


The RFS is a policy that is working. The EPA proposed EPA rule is troubling because it would chill 
investment in biofuels, reward deliberate and willful resistance to the law, and encourage further and more 
intensive efforts to gut RFS in the years ahead. This proposal will cause harm to farmers, the biofuels 
industry, American drivers, the environment, and our nation’s economy. 

The key to reducing prices at the pump and providing consumers real choice is to inject competition into 
the transportation fuel sector. The RFS does just that. If our goal is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
the only statute that has required GFIG reductions is the RFS. If our goal is to expand American made 
energy, the RFS is a solution. If we want to reduce foreign oil imports, the RFS is working. 

The bottom line is that this is a policy that benefits all Americans. With oil prices at nearly $100 a barrel 
and gasoline continuing to be above $3.25 a gallon, we can no longer afford to be 90 percent dependent 
on fossil fuels. 

I thank the Committee for allowing me to testify and look foinvard to any que.stions. 
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Questions from Senator Boxer: 

1. It has been suggested that increased oil and gas development and production in the V.S. 
has rendered the 2007 RFS policy goal of energy independence from imported oil 
antiquated. Do you agree? And, if not, please explain why not. 

No, I do not agree. Each and every day, we continue to import millions of barrels of crude oil 
into the United States costing American consumers nearly $400 billion a year. While there has 
been tremendous growth in domestic oil production, the price of oil is set by the global market 
and we continue to see the price of a barrel of oil at about $100 per barrel. Only by continuing 
the highly-successful path outlined by the Renewable Fuels Standard, can we break our 
dangerous addiction to foreign oil. American-made biofuels make up nearly 10 percent of our 
fuel today and are poised to do much, much more. Only by keeping the RFS intact, can we get 
start to realize American energy independence. 

2. Could you explain how the development of infrastructure and production facilities for the 
first generation of renewable fuels has been important to the development of second 
generation advanced biofuels? 

When the RFS was enacted in 2005 and revised again in 2007, we saw a renaissance with the 
growth of American biofuels. Many of these existing first generation facilities are looking at 
how they, too, can make the next generation of cellulosic biofuel. Some plants will actually co- 
locate their cellulosic facilities using corn stover (cobs, stalks, leaves, etc.) as a feedstock for 
cellulosic ethanol. By co-locating or "bolting on” to existing plants, they w'ill be able to take 
advantage of existing marketing, feedstock procurement, power, storage, and other components 
that will make the production much more efficient and ultimately better for the environment. 
Additionally, by using "bolt-on” technology, these types of facilities can be replicated at the 
roughly 200 biorefineries already in place, expanding job creation throughout our economy. \ 

3. Since the implementation of the 2007 RFS, does the evidence indicate that corn-based 
ethanol has caused corn prices to rise significantly and led to increased food prices for 
consumers? Please provide sources supporting your answer. 

1 believe the evidence does not indicate that corn-based ethanol has led to increased food prices. 

In the case of corn prices, USDA’s data for the 2007-2008 marketing year .shows the average 
corn price was 4.20 for that year. For the current marketing year, 2013-2014, USDA projects the 
average corn price to be 4.25-4.75 

(httD://wwvv.ers.usda.iiov'/datafiles/Feed Grains Yearbook Tables/Domestic and International 
Prices/FGYearbookTable09Full.xls . lines 1440 and 1500). The spot price as of March 13, 2014 
was $4.66 on the Wall Street Journal’s commodity cash prices page. This was down from $7,28 
a year ago, a decrease of more than 36 percent (httD://oniine.w'si.com/mdc/public/Dage/2 3023- 
cashprices.html) . I have yet to hear of our nation’s grocery bills being reduced by 36 percent 
when compared to last year. 
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Corn prices were higher last year, but that was not because of ethanol production. It was because 
of a historic drought in the corn growing area of the country. The drought last year rivaled the 
droughts during the Great Depression and the 1950’s in severity. As the weather returned to a 
more normal pattern this past year, American farmers produced a record corn crop. 

It is also worth noting that the men and women who produce livestock in this country weren’t the 
only ones hit by the drought. Overall corn production for the 20 1 2-20 1 3 marketing year, the 
year of the worst drought in almost 60 years, declined by 1.58 billion bushels when compared to 
the 201 1-2012 marketing year. Overall com usage declined by 1 .417 billion bushels. (USDA’s 
March 10, 2014, World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates, page 12, 
http://ww'w.usda.Kov/oce/commoditv/wasdc/lalest.pdO 

Corn used for ethanol production accounted for 352 million bushels, or 25 percent, of the decline 
while corn for exports accounted for 812 million bushels, or 57 percent of the decrease. Despite 
using roughly the same amount of the corn supply for ethanol production, corn used for animal 
feed declined by 222 million bushels, accounting for 16 percent of the production decline. 84 
percent of the com usage decrease in the wake of the worst drought in almost sixty years did not 
come from livestock feed, and nearly 100 million bushels of wheat was substituted for corn in 
livestock rations. By this objective, fact-based measurement using highly respected government 
source data, one could easily say that the ethanol industry was forced to cut back more than those 
who produce our nation’s livestock. (USDA’s March 10, 2014 World Agricultural Supply and 
Demand Estimates, page 12, http://ww'W.usda.ttov7oce/comiTioditv/wasdc/latest.ndO 

1 would be remiss if I didn’t note that every bushel of corn used for ethanol production returns 
one-third of that bushel back as a highly nutritious, high protein livestock feed called distiller’s 
grains. For this year, Iowa State projects that the ethanol industry will produce enough distiller’s 
grains to offset 1 .176 billion bushels of com. 

f http://www.extension. iasiate.edu/audm/crops/outlook/dusbalancesheet.pdf) 

Lastly, 1 wanted to address food price increases for consumers. In a May 2013 World Bank 
report on long-term food price drivers, they determined that more than 50 percent of the increase 
was because of crude oil prices, with stock-to-use ratios and exchange rate movements 
accounting for roughly 15 percent each. ( http://www- 

vvds.worldbank.oi'g/external/defaull/WDSConlenlServer/lW3P/lB/20 1 3/05/21/000158349 2013 
0521 131 725/Rendcred/PDF/WPS64S5.pdf . Abstract). In addition, USDA estimated in 201 1 that 
for every dollar an American spends on food, only 15.5 cents of that goes to purchase actual 
farm commodities. The lion’s share 84.5 cents, goes for a number of marketing expenses, 
including packaging, energy, transportation, food processing, and advertising. 

(http://wwvv.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-dollar-series/documentation.aspx) 


Questions from Senator Cardin: 

I. Since corn is the common input in ethanol and poultry, and ethanol already has its suite of 
federal supports, what would you recommend Congress do to put poultry producers on 
equal footing with ethanol producers in the corn market? 
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1 have to respectfully disagree with the assumption that ethanol has a “suite of federal supports.” 
The ethanol industry voluntarily gave up the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit (also known 
as the blender’s tax credit, which went to the oil industry) and a tariff on foreign ethanol at the 
end of 201 1 . And they never asked to extend them at that time. Currently, they have the same 
programmatic support as every other biofuel has with the Renewable Fuel Standard, including 
biodiesel, renewable diesel, biobutanol, and cellulosic ethanol - which has the exact same 
chemical composition and fuel properties as ethanol from com, despite popular notion. The only 
federal support for ethanol production is through modest research and economic development 
investments that pale when compared to the support provided the poultry industry. 

In fact, 1 would argue that poultry producers have a rather significant level of direct support 
within the federal government: 

• Poultry products are required to be purchased under the school lunch program, that 
spends billions of dollars a year to feed millions of American school children, 

• Poultry products are purchased by USDA under their section 32 purchasing authority, 
which purchases food products for the school lunch program and to reduce surplus 
production. Since fuscal year 2009, over $750 million has been spent to purchase chicken 
and turkey under section 32, 

• Poultry producers are eligible for Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) 
payments to help them adopt new conservation practices, EQIP has provided billions of 
dollars in assistance over the last several years and the livestock sector is mandated to 
receive 60 percent of the funding available to this program. 

• Poultry producers are eligible for export assistance programs at USDA such as the 
Market Access Program and the Foreign Market Development Cooperator Program. 

2. Who does Growth Energy think should pay for assuring that fuel retailers can safely 
dispense fuel with higher hi ends of ethanol? 

Growth Energy filed the green jobs waiver 5 years ago to move our nation forward with E15. 
After running over 6 million miles of tests on 86 vehicles, the EPA in conjunction with the 
Department of Energy approved the use of El 5 for all 2001 and newer vehicles - representing 
over 80 percent of the cars on the road today. El 5 is a voluntary choice for both retailers and 
consumers. Since the waiver was enacted, retailers arc offering E15 in more than a dozen states 
because it provides consumers a price competitive, cleaner fuel choice at the pump. E15 is safe 
and effective and is approved for nearly all fuel dispensing equipment manufactured since 2008, 
El 5 is also covered under retailers’ standard insurance liability coverage that applies to all 
gasoline fuels as it carries no more risk than any other fuel. 

Questions from Senator Vitter: 

1. General Clark, you ’ve stated that grain and cellulosic ethanol “could be used all over the 
world to make developing nations energy independent - breaking the yoke of strongmen, 
rogue nations, and cartel-driven energy prices not just on our economy, but on the 
economies of those most vulnerable. ” 
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How do you square that with the recent position taken by the Committee on World Food 
Security that the “progressive realization of the right to adequate food for all” should he a 
priority concern in biofuel development, 

I believe blaming biofuels production for increased hunger misses the main driver of food cost 
increases - oil. In fact, I believe the U.S. has clearly demonstrated that the production of both 
food and renewable energy in substantial quantities and at reasonable prices can be achieved 
simultaneously. In a May 20 1 3 World Bank report on long-term food price drivers, they 
determined that more than 50 percent of the increase was because of crude oil prices, with stock- 
to-use ratios and exchange rate movements accounting for roughly 15 percent each. I http://www- 
vvds.worldbank.ore/cxternal.''default/WDSContentServer/IW3P/lB/20 1 3/05/2 1 /OOP 158349 2013 
0521 l3l725/Rendered/PDF/WPS64S5.pdf . Abstract). 

As for the Committee on World Food Security, their final report released last October contains a 
far more nuanced approach to biofuel development than this question raises. In particular, the 
report clearly indicates that there are number of other factors that impact food prices - not simply 
biofuels. 

2. According to a recent UN hunger report, family farmers and those who depend on 
smallholder agriculture in developing countries account for more than 840 million 
suffering from chronic hunger around the world. 

If land grabbing to grow fuel continues, the acreage available for smallholders to grow 
food is lost, resulting in increased food security. 

Do you think the Renewable Fuel Standard increases food prices throughout the world? 
The World Bank and USDA say the program has resulted in higher food prices globally. 

Do you have an idea of how many people are going to suffer from hunger and 
malnutrition as a result of this program? 

As I said in the an.swer to my previous question, the real cost driver of higher food prices is oil - 
something that that World Bank report you reference above slates in very stark terms. According 
to a May 2013 World Bank report on long-term food price drivers, they determined that more 
than 50 percent of the increase was because of crude oil prices, with stock-to-use ratios and 
exchange rate movements accounting for roughly 15 percent each, f httpy/wvtwv- 
wds.worldbank.org/external/defatilt/WDSContentServer/IW3P/lB/20 1 3/05/2 1/0001 58349 2013 
0521 13l725/Rendered/PDF/WPS6455.pdf . Abstract). 

Further, USDA estimated in 20 1 1 that for every dollar an American spends on food, only 1 5.5 
cents of that goes to purchase actual farm commodities. The lion’s share 84.5 cents, goes for a 
number of marketing expenses, including packaging, energy, transportation, food processing, 
and advertising. t http://www.ers.u.sda.gov/data-products/food-dollar-series/documentation.asp.\ ) 

3. Even after extended correspondence and a brief discussion during the December II, 2013, 
EPW hearing, you have yet to answer my key question regarding your visit to Louisiana on 
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September 30, 2013, and your efforts to promote the wasteful government cell phone 
program. Lifeline. So, once again, 1 ask you: 

Have you or any businesses or political PACs with which you are associated, including the 
veterans ’ organization that sponsored your Lifeline visit to Louisiana, been paid or hired 
by entities that benefit financially from the Lifeline program? If so, by whom, and how 
much have they received from the program? 

1 do not believe this is an appropriate question for a discussion of the Renewable Fuels Standard. 

4. Assuming EPA ’s waiver methodology is in piace annually, if you had your choice between 
status quo or making reforms to the program, which would you choose? 

The RFS continues to be a highly successful program and has the necessary flexibility for EPA 
to examine volumes each and every year; however, EPA must follow the law and adhere to the 
statute that Congress enacted in 2007. Making legislative changes to the RFS would only 
endanger the significant investments already made in the over 200 ethanol plants and nearly 140 
biodiesel plants across the country. It would also endanger the billions of dollars of investment 
being made in the next generation of biofuels and would only continue our dangerous addiction 
to foreign oil. 

5. Genera! Clark, because EPA is proposing to basically freeze ethanol consumption at 2012 
and 2013 level, Iowa state economists project that the EPA ’s action will have little impact. 
The cellulosic mandate is being more than doubled from 6 million gallons to 17 million 
gallons. From where do your predictions of piant ciosures and layoffs come? 

As part of Growth Energy’s comments to EPA on the 2014 RFS proposed rulemaking, 
Edgeworth Economics studied this issue in depth. Their analysis can be found as exhibit 20 in 
our attached comments, the table from which is below: 

Economic Impacts Associated with Closed Ethanol Production Facilities 

Caused by Waiver of the RFS Mandate in 2014 

Decline in Ethanol Production up to 0.8 billion gallons 

Impacts based on 0.8 billion gallon reduction 

Number of Closed Facilities 1 1 

Lost Revenues/Output at Closed Facilities $2.4 billion 

Lost State/Local Tax Revenues $29 million 

Reduced Employment at Closed Facilities 640 jobs 

Overall Reduced Employment in Ethanol Producing Regions 2,560 jobs 

Question from Senator Wicker: 


1. Can you please comment on whether Mends of higher than 10% ethanol endanger small 
engine.s, such as those used by the U.S. Navy and Coast Guard? 
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E 1 5 is not federally approved for anything other than 200 1 and newer passenger vehicles. While 
we believe ethanol poses very little risk to small engines, it is illegal to fuel boats, motorcycles, 
chain saws, and other engines with E 1 5. As part of the El 5, waiver EPA requires that fuel 
offerings be correctly labeled - a label that explicitly says that El 5 is legal for 2001 and newer 
vehicles only. In some cases, EPA also requires a specific ElO pump on the premises 
specifically labeled for small engines, motorcycles, and other non-E 1 5 approved engines. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Jim Collins, Jr., Senior Vice President, Industrial Bio- 
sciences, Performance Polymers and Packaging and Industrial 
Polymers, DuPont. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES C. COLLINS, JR., SENIOR VICE PRESI- 
DENT, DuPONT POLYMERS AND INDUSTRIAL BIOSCIENCES, 

E.I. DuPONT de NEMOURS AND COMPANY, INC. 

Mr. Collins. Good morning. Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member 
Vitter and members of the Committee. I am pleased to be here 
with you today, and I will cover the significant investment that Du- 
Pont has made in biofuels and how we have contributed to the Na- 
tion’s energy security, reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
strengthening our rural economies. 

Now, this technology does represent a tremendous shift in how 
we can energize our Nation as well as our planet. It is real, it is 
happening today and it is due to the Renewable Fuel Standard, a 
critical policy that must endure. 

DuPont’s commitment stretches across the country, from our lab- 
oratories in California to the cornfields of Iowa to our headquarters 
in Delaware. DuPont has invested hundreds of millions of dollars 
in scientific research. Through our seed business, we have opti- 
mized corn production, delivering more corn on the same amount 
of acres. 

We have enzyme technology and work every day to improve the 
efficiency of existing ethanol facilities. And then we also produce 
enzymes that further improve the digestibility of feed products, or 
DDGs, that come from corn ethanol production. 

So, all of these advances combined mean we are able today to 
produce increasingly more food, more feed and more fuel off of 
every acre. 

But that is only half the story. With more corn comes more corn 
residue, the leaves and stalks and cobs that are left over after har- 
vest. DuPont and others are building supply chains to harvest this 
residue and commercialize biofuels from this plentiful source of cel- 
lulose at scale. 

Now today I can report that we are in the process of building a 
30 million gallon facility in Central Iowa and we are on track to 
begin production next year. Upon completion, this plant alone will 
employ 70 full-time folks, it will pay over 500 local farmers for 
their biomass annually, and employ another 150 seasonal workers 
to collect, transport and help store this feedstock. And we will do 
this while remaining greenhouse gas neutral. Or, in other words, 
our supply chain meets a standard that other industries could 
never dream of achieving. It is fully sustainable and has a net zero 
CO 2 emission. 

In addition to cellulosic, DuPont is also producing another ad- 
vanced renewable fuel with our partner, BP, in a 50/50 joint ven- 
ture we call Butamax. Now, this joint venture has extensively test- 
ed biobutanol. It is a higher energy alcohol fuel, is compatible with 
existing vehicles and existing infrastructure, and has twice the re- 
newable energy content of ElO. 

So indeed, these are tremendously exciting technologies that are 
coming online and squarely put the U.S. in a leadership position 
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in the global biofuels market. If we stay the course, this technology 
really is just at its beginning. 

We start today with biofuels. Using this technology we will be 
able to unlock sugars in cellulose, and tomorrow these same sugars 
and the same supply chains that we will be enabling can enable 
a whole new world of biochemical and biomaterials. Ilelivering on 
the promise of a bio-based economy. 

Now, I firmly believe that reversing course on the RFS would 
have devastating effects. Short term it injects uncertainty into an 
improving economy. Medium term, it slows down the private, do- 
mestic investment that we will need to build plants two, three, four 
and five. Long term, we could find ourselves shipping these tech- 
nologies, these jobs and, more importantly, these environmental 
benefits overseas to countries that have more stable policy environ- 
ments. 

That is why DuPont is particularly concerned with the EPA’s re- 
cent proposed rule on the 2014 renewable volume obligations. We 
believe that these targets should be set in a way that drives higher 
overall blend use rates into the future, not the opposite. 

Now, DuPont respectfully asserts that the Renewable Fuel 
Standard works well. Do not mess with it. Our industry is at a crit- 
ical juncture where advanced commercial production is under con- 
struction and policy stability will significantly impact investments 
and the pace of that commercialization. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Collins follows:] 
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statement of James C. Collins, Jr. 

Senior Vice President 

DuPont Polymers and Industrial Biosciences 
E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company, Inc. 

Regarding Domestic Renewable Fuels 
before the 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
United States Senate 
December 11, 2013 

Good morning Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member Vittcr and Members of the Committee. My 
name is .Tim Collins and 1 am the Senior Vice President for DuPont’s Polymers and Industrial 
Biosciences businesses. 1 am pleased to be here today to discuss our progress on renewable 
fuels. My testimony will cover the significant investment that DuPont has made in biofuels and 
how these investments have made transformative contributions to our nation’s energy security, 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions and strengthened rural economies. This technology represents 
a tremendous shift in how we energize our planet. It is real, it is happening today and it is due in 
large part to the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS), visionary legislation enacted by Congress a 
few short years ago and a critical policy that must endure. 

DuPont Biofuels 


Our deep commitment to biofuels stretches across the country from our laboratories in 
California, to the com fields of Iowa and reaching our headquarters in Delaware. Through our 
seed business, DuPont Pioneer, our scientists work with farmers every day to optimize coni 
production. As breeding continues to advance, we are able to produce more and more com on 
tile same acreage. This additional feedstock, coupled with more efficient com ethanol plants and 
optimized enzymes, means wo’re doing more with less in first generation ethanol. 

To increase ethanol output per unit of grain, DuPont transfomis feedstock and production. First, 
and most importantly, we continue to improve harvestable yield per unit of inputs. We also select 
certain seeds for ethanol yield potential and offer over 180 High Total Fernientables hybrids. 
Drought tolerant com seeds are a reality and DuPont Pioneer has great success in drought 
tolerance breeding. While last year’s drought was terrible, grain production would have been 
much lower but for superior genetics produced by companies like ours. DuPont also produces 
enzymes to further improve digestability of the valuable feed byproduct from com ethanol 
production. All these advances combined enable more predictable corn production to deliver 
increasingly more food, more feed and more fuel per acre. 

In addition to our per acre advancements to add more food, feed, and fuel there is another 
important point that should not be missed. The Renewable Fuels Standard has successfully 
brought on line conventional ethanol refining capacity that fulfills the volumes expected under 
the statute. We strongly support these volumes being included in total blended fuel offered to 
American consumers but current law does not anticipate any further conventional ethanol 
capacity being built. This means that, to whatever extent biofuels policies have influenced grain 
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prices, with yield increases and improving refining efficiencies, the standard will have a 
diminishing impact on grain prices. 

But that is only half the story. With more corn, comes more corn residue: more leaves and stalks 
and cobs that DuPont and others are harvesting and with which we are building the infrastructure 
necessary to commercialize cellulosic biofuels at scale. 

DuPont began its research into cellulosic technology a decade ago. What started as a lab 
scouting project grew into a full scale commercialization effort. In2009 DuPont opened a 
demonstration facility in eastern Tennessee producing cellulosic ethanol from both com stover 
and switchgrass. For the past four years in Iowa, we worked closely with farmers, equipment 
makers and academia on corn stover harvest trials to build and manage a cost effective cellulose 
supply chain. All this work culminated in the groundbreaking of a 30 million gallon per year 
facility one year ago in central Iowa, approximately 40 miles north of Des Moines. I am happy 
to report that the construction is progressing on track and the facility is scheduled to begin 
producing its first gallons of cellulosic ethanol in the second half of 2014. When you look at the 
complex challenge before us - this has actually gone incredibly fast. . We had to unlock the 
sugars trapped in cellulose, biochemically convert them into advanced liquid fuel and create an 
entirely new supply chain to deliver this raw material with the economics capable of competing 
with fossil fuels. DuPont has over 200 years of bringing scientific innovation to market. We’ve 
never delivered this type of disruptive innovation so fast. 

And fortunately for the industry, we are not alone. In addition to the cellulosic volumes that 
DuPont will bring to market, a number of other companies will do the same. Multiple companies 
are constructing, starting up or operating facilities producing renewable fuels from a wide variety 
of cellulosic feedstocks, including com stover, switchgrass, wheat straw, municipal solid waste 
and wood fiber. Many of these are large, well-capitalized, sophisticated companies with long 
track records in designing, constructing and operating manufacturing facilities. This diversity of 
operations virtually guarantees multiple technologies succeeding at commercial scale. As was 
seen for grain ethanol, we anticipate that cellulosic renewable fuel production will expand quite 
rapidly once technologies have been proven at commercial scale. 

In addition to cellulosic etlianol, DuPont is pursuing the commercialization of another advanced 
renewable fuel with our partner BP in a 50/50 joint venture called ButamaxtM. The joint venture 
has developed and extensively tested biobutanol, a higher alcohol fuel produced much like 
ethanol. Biobutanol has excellent fuel properties and gives higher mileage than ethanol. It also 
reduces the volatility of fuel blends, and so can be used where summer air quality concents 
persist. It can be distributed by existing gasoline infrastructure, including pipelines. Lastly, 
biobutanol is more compatible with existing equipment, including small engines and marine 
engines. Butamax is constmeting the fmst phase of a retrofit of an ethanol plant in Lamberton, 
Minnesota which after a two phase construction process will be producing commercial scale 
biobutanol by 2015. 

BiobutanoTs properties create totally new opportunity in the entire fuel system. It can improve 
refining economics as butanol requires a fossil blendstock that is easier to make. 
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It overcomes what oil companies call “the blendwall”: Simply put, a butanol gasoline blend 
meets ElO fuel specifications and is compatible with existing vehicles and infrastructure, but has 
twice the renewable energy content of ElO. This can be achieved by retrofitting existing ethanol 
plants into biobutanol facilities. 


Indeed, these are both tremendously exciting technologies coming online that will squarely put 
the U.S. in a leadership position in the global biofiiels market. But Members of the Committee, 
if we stay the course, this technology is just the beginning. Here is where it gets truly exciting. 
Let me explain. 

We start with biofuels. The technology to unlock the sugars in cellulose and the supply chains 
being developed to deliver those sugars at scale are enabling the commercial deployment of 
cellulosic ethanol today. Tomorrow, these same sugars and supply chains will be enabling a 
whole new world of bio-chemicals and materials, delivering on the promise of a truly bio-based 
economy. 

Background on the RFS 


Six years ago, the RFS set us on a path toward cheaper, more diverse and cleaner fuels. In the 
years since, the RFS has made homegrown renewable fuel 10 percent of our nation’s gasoline 
supply, lowered greenhouse gas emissions by 33.4 million metric tons, added $500 billion in 
value to America’s farmlands, lowered gas prices by $ 1 .09 per gallon and created a real choice 
for consumers at the pump. DuPont, along with others, has led in that transition, investing 
hundreds of millions of dollars in reliable, environmentally responsible and homegrown 
feedstocks for fuel production. No other policy or technology has driven a more dramatic shift 
toward cleaner transportation than the RFS. 

First generation biofuels have had a significant impact on an improved agriculture economy and 
also has increased farmer spending power. This translates into jobs -- including additions at 
DuPont Pioneer, an improved tax base, and increased energy security. With the construction of 
our cellulosic plant, we are about to unleash a new round of biofuels expansion resulting in all of 
the benefits that accrue to rural economie.s. 

When enacted, the objectives of the RFS were to reduce dependence on foreign sources of crude 
oil, reduce greenhouse gases and promote domestic rural economies. Over the past few years, 
the RFS has done all of that and done it exceedingly well. 


The fuels of the future are here today, and we can thank Congress for enacting the bi-partisan 
2007 energy bill containing the RFS2. This policy has brought us to the point where the first 
commercial facilities producing cellulosic renewable ftiels are up and miming, and several more 
are under constmetion. As a result of this innovative policy, the U.S. is the world leader in 
biofuels and is attracting billions of dollars of private-sector investment from all over the world. 


The first chapter of the RFS has seen renewable fuels grow to play a substantial role in our fuel 
supply. The next chapter of the RFS will bring advanced and especially cellulosic renewable 
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fuels made from residues such as agricultural and wood waste and trash. That commercialization 
is under way but only if Congress stands strong with its commitment made to the private sector 
under the RFS. 

Across the United States and around the world, innovative companies are investing heavily — to 
the tune of over a billion dollars of private capital — to build the first wave of commercial scale 
facilities. These facilities will bring the technology to market to help enable fossil fuel 
independence. Farmers are preparing to supply these plants with the cellulosic materials they 
will convert to fuel. Steel is in the ground, and construction workers and farmers are on the job. 
These plants hold the promise clean, renewable fuel at large scale and improving energy and 
economic security while achieving significant environmental benefits. Over the next several 
years, cellulosic renewable fuel can grow' into a sizable American commercial industry with over 
400 million gallons per year projected globally by 2020, 

Defending the Renewable Fuel Standard 

The RFS works well. Reversing course on the RFS would deny the country of a true alternative 
fuel with real climate benefits and economic upside for consumers and producers across the U.S. 
It would be a mistake to in any way alter the RFS which would certainly result in the United 
States losing its lead in the development of advanced renewable fuels. A change in this bedrock 
policy will assure that investors and entrepreneurs step back and w'ait to see how a new policy 
will develop, while they take their investments and resources elsewhere. Without the RFS, 
America can be all but certain that investment in advanced renewable fuels like cellulosic and 
biobutanol will halt for at least a generation. 


That is why DuPont is particularly concerned with the EPA’s recent proposed rule on the 2014 
Renewable Volume Obligations (RVOs), which W'ould move us backward through setting 
production targets lower than what the U.S. has currently been blending and lower than the 
amount of renewable fuel that can be produced on both the cellulosic side and the traditional 
com ethanol side. We believe that as this Committee conducts oversight on the administration of 
the RFS, it must encourage that RVOs be .set annually in a way that drives higher blend use rates 
into the future. DuPont believes that the EPA should set the RVOs to sustain demand for 
Renewable Identification Number.s (RlNs) in order to create the right incentives for bringing 
higher blends of fuel to the marketplace. Ethanol blends of E- 15 and E-85 are coming on-line, 
particularly in the Midwest, and the USDA and Secretary Vilsack have put a grant program in 
place to assist station owners with installing blender pumps. Initiated in 201 1 , the goal was to 
install 10,000 new blender pumps by 2016. Since the program’s inception, we believe that 
refiners have resisted the movement to liigher blends of ethanol. In August, Senators Grassley 
and Klobuchar sent a letter to Attoniey General Eric Holder and FTC Chairw'oman Edith 
Ramirez requesting an investigation because of allegations that oil companies are ‘ blocking the 
use of the current retail infrastiucture to sell renewable fuels.” The RFS, if maintained as an 
increasing standard, will generate the RlNs to give innovative refiners the right rew'ard for 
developing efficient routes to market for renewable fuels. There is factual evidence that this 
approach is works. A recent Reuters news article quotes Steve Walk of Protec Fuel on the 
impact of the Administration’s RVO proposal. "It was just starting to get to the point where oil 
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companies were saying, 'We'll start putting in alternative fuels,’” says Walk, w'lio went on to say 
that the deal w'ith two large oil refiners was pnt on hold. 

Other analysis show'ed that in Minnesota this past summer, as RIN values began to rise, E-85 
sales volumes increased significantly in a very short amount of time based on price. This did not 
require additional vehicle sales as many people already own flexible fuel vehicles and was also 
not related to other policy changes. 1 have included further analysis on the impact of RIN ’s on 
higher renewable fuel blends for the record. 

More renewable fuel and higher RIN prices do not result in higher retail gas prices, but in fact 
lower retail gas prices. RlNs are free for those that blend renewable fuel. Purchasing RINs is 
optional and only required for those that don’t want to blend renewables. There is plenty of 
ethanol capacity in the market, it is less expensive than gasoline, and studies have shown that 
renewable fuel reduces gas prices overall by more than $1.00 a gallon. 

If the RJ'S is administered in a way that keeps RINs cheap, then there will not be an incentive to 
create an efficient route to market for renewable fuel. 

Greenhouse gas cmissioii.s. Sustainability and Efficiency Improvements 

The RFS is the only existing climate policy contributing significantly to reducing our greenhouse 
gas footprint, and making our transportation fuel supply more sustainable. Both President 
Obama and Bush committed to greenhouse gas reduction goals, I'he R.FS is making significant 
strides in lowering emissions and will help meet these goals -while other means of reducing 
C02 remain stalled in Congress or .stuck in the courts. The cellulosic plant DuPont is cumently 
building in Iowa will be GHG neutral - or in other w'ords: our supply chain meets a standard that 
the oil industry cannot meet. It is fully sustainable and has zero net C02 emissions. 

A peer reviewed life cycle assessment from field to wheel of the DuPont cellulosic biorefinery 
and supply chain indicates a potential greater than 100 percent reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to gasoline. This is because cellulosic co-products are also a source of 
renewable energy. The DuPont biorefmery co-product can displace coal in facilities currently 
burning this fossil fuel. Regional busine,s.ses and academic institutions have already indicated 
interest in exploring the potential use of the renewable co-products to replace portions of their 
coa! fired operations. 

Another benefit to DuPont’s involvement in the entire biofuels supply chain is that sustainability 
and efficiency improvements are not limited to greenhouse gas emissions. Equally as important, 
are the contributions that our enzymes business makes to reducing animal feed costs on the order 
of S5 to $20 per ton, improving nutrient digestibility of animal feed and animal gut health. This 
improved digestibility results in both a reduction in the amount of manure and a better balance of 
nutrients in the manure which minimize the environmental impact. DuPont scientists continue to 
research ways to further maximize the contribution of every com kernel with the goal of using all 
the nutrients as efficiently as possible and returning any unused portion back to the nutrient 
cycle. Dry and wet distiller’s grains are recycled to animal feed and DuPont enzymes arc added 
to optimize the nutritional value to the animal. For example, DuPont's phytase enzvme improves 
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the nutritional value of feed by unlocking the phosphorus tied up by phytic acids in plants. This 
enzyme also reduces the need to add organic phosphate to feed which is an added cost to the 
farmer and results in higher phosphorous levels in manure and lain-off. Other DuPont enzymes, 
xylanase, amylase and protease, help digest other nutrients in feed further reducing feed costs 
and improving animal performance. These are just a few examples of how DuPont is optimizing 
animal feed through science and research to maximize the use and benefit in every kernel. 

DuPont and L’SDA Memorandum of Understanding 

A bio-based economy depends on the gifts of Mother Nature being around for the long haul. 

This past March, 1 had the pleasure of joining U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Tom 
Vilsack in Iowa as we announced a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between DuPont 
and the USDA to work towards voluntary standards for the sustainable han'esting of agricultural 
residues for renewable fuel. DuPont’s comprehensive, sustainable farm to fuels approach for 
com stover set the stage for this agreement with the USDA’s Natural Resource Conservation 
Seivice. The agreement will facilitate conservation planning assistance for fanners who supply 
bio-based feedstocks to biorefineries as the industry begins to commercialize, A conseiwation 
plan is voluntary, developed in cooperation with farmers, and helps protect natural resources 
while promoting a farm’s sustainability. 

Through the MOU, DuPont will develop a process to work with cooperating farms to execute 
sustainable harvest practices that will keep soil and nutrients in the field and out of rivers, streams 
and lakes. This work will promote a healthier soil which reduces flooding through increased 
infiltration rates, and provide for the efficient use of nutrients preventing the need for additional 
fertilizer. 

Thi.s is a critical step forward in the development of the cellulosic biofuels industry as numerous 
players rally with farmers to undertake these novel feedstock supply chains, Harvesting stover 
residue sustainably is not just the right thing to do for the stewardship of our fertile heartlands - 
it is also a business critical imperative if w'e hope to maintain the renewable raw materials to 
supply biorefineries for decades to come. 

Conclusion 


In 2007, Congress reaffirmed a policy commitment originally made in 2005 to include energy 
options broader than petroleum in our nation’s transportation sector. Congress made these bold 
commitments for a host of reasons including energy security, environmental improvements and 
economic development among others. These objectives still stand, even as our nation is 
increasing energy production on many fronts, as a growing world population and energy 
consumption will increasingly stress traditional energy sources. Congress was wise to invest in a 
broad portfolio of energy options now to guard against economic impacts of the future. 

In making these policy choices. Congress also set a couree for business investment. DuPont has 
invested significant capital and ts on track to meet the demands of the RFS. Changes in 
renewable fuels policy may put these investments at considerable risk and inject uncertainty into 
an improving economy. While some members of this committee may view biofuels with 
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skepticism, 1 hope that you would agree that DuPont and other businesses investing in a policy 
set forth by Congress should not have the rules changed mid-course. 

The biofuels industry has met the Congressional call for conventional biofuels ahead of schedule. 
As we move to advanced biofuels, the technologies for converting cellulose to fuel exist today 
and other renewable fuel choices are around the comer. The plants that harness these 
transformative technologies are being constructed. We sit at a critical juncture as farmers are 
harvesting feedstock now for commercial cellulosic ethanol production next year, based on the 
RFS. Without policy stability, growth of the advanced biofuel industry, as Congress intended, 
will not happen. That means lost jobs, lost economic development, lost energy security and lost 
environmental advantages. 

We firmly believe that Congress has the responsibility to examine policies, and when 
appropriate, correct unforeseen consequences of previous decisions. While we appreciate the 
opportunity to participate in this oversight process, DuPont respectfully asserts that the 
Renewable Fuels Standard works, and importantly, the industry is at a critical juncture where 
advanced commercial production is under construction and policy decisions will significantly 
impact investments. 

Specifically, DuPont commits to continue to inform and respond to this committee regarding the 
progress of our investments in biofuels, and invite each member of this committee to join us at 
our sites associated with biofuel production. However, we request that this committee also 
acknowledge the commitment made by Congress and the importance of policy certainty to 
investment in the technology we, and other companies, arc deploying. In addition, in an 
oversight capacity, we ask this committee to work to make certain the RFS is administered in a 
way that ensures the Congressional goals of higher biofuels blends, advanced biofuels 
investments, and the realization of greater energy security through diversity of options. 

Thank you, again, for this opportunity to address this committee. 1 would like to also take this 
opportunity to invite each of you to visit our biofuel production facilities to more thoroughly 
understand the importance of the Renewable Fuels Standard to achieving our national goals. 
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Butamax 


HOW THE RFS ACTUALLY DELIVERS 
RENEWABLE ENERGY POLICY OBJECTIVES 


Jane Q. Public drives her flex fuel vehicle (FFV) in to her local gas station, 
checks the prices, enters them into a smart phone app and is advised that 
she should purchase £85 today. Many of her fill-ups lately are with £85. She 
chooses £85 for one basic reason, cost. Aside from cost, her vehicle works 
exactly the same on £85 or £10, This simple act, multiplied by millions ot FFV 
owners and thousands of gas stations offering £85 are the key to how the 
biofuel targets of the Renewable Fuels Standard 2 (RFS) can be met. They 
can be met with vehicle types already on the road, retail equipment already 
available and under current law as written. 

A number of critics have suggested that the RFS is flawed, broken or 
infeasible and therefore must be either substantially re-written or simply 
abolished. We emphatically disagree. In fact, we assert the RFS is working as 
designed and the goals of the RFS are being realized. Recent proposals to 
reduce biofuel blending targets are fundamentally at odds with the 
objectives of the RFS and must be reconsidered. This paper provides a 
detailed explanation of how the mechanisms within this legislation are 
successfully working as intended. 

THE FUEL VALUE CHAIN AND RFS REQUIREMENTS 

An understanding of the RFS first requires an understanding of the roles of the 
different entities in the fuel supply system and how their activities are 
interconnected. The accompanying figure provides a simplified illustration to 
support this discussion. 
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© Butamax 

The system shown above provides incentives for all players in value chain to 
allow RFS2 compliance to be achieved. For a refiner, as their renewable 
volume obligation (RVO) increases, they will need to acquire renewable 
identification numbers (RINsj generated from blending in order to be able to 
supply gasoline blendstock. The cost of these RINs will be reflected in the 
price of gasoline blendstock ottered to wholesale marketers, since it is part of 
the "license” to supply gasoline. For wholesale marketers, generation of RINs 
will be a core requirement for them to be able to source gasoline from 
refiners. Once the ElO blend wail is reached, the immediate option for 
wholesale marketers to increase supply of RINs (beyond that which is possible 
with ElO alone) is to blend and sell E85 to retailers. Wholesale marketers will 
be incentivized to do this because of the value of the RINs generated, and 
retailers will be incentivized to offer E85 because of the opportunity to sell a 
growth product which offsets declining gasoline sales. Retailers will need to 
install appropriate dispensing equipment to allow them to do this and will 
need to price it attractively to consumers to generate demand. RINs are the 
mechanism that allows this to happen: the price of a RIN will rise to the level 
needed for the wholesale marketer to price E85 attractively to the retailer 
and for retailers to price E85 attractively to consumers. These factors work 
together to incentivize generation of the number of RINs required by refiners. 
As will be discussed throughout this document, all of this can be achieved 
without significant impact on retail gasoline prices. 

While some commentators have suggested the recent increase in the price 
of RINs is indicative of fundamental problems with the RFS, in fact the 
complete reverse is true. It is clear evidence that the mechanism designed to 
stimulate compliance with RFS targets works in exactly the way that was 
intended. RINs create the required incentives throughout the value chain to 
cause unrelated parties to work in concert to deliver the legislated targets. 
More detail on the roles of each of these parties is provided in the Appendix. 

ACTIONS REQUIRED TO DELIVER RFS 

Much of what has been written about the RFS focuses on the refiner (who, as 
the obligated party, has a very large stake) or the ethanol producer 
(generally seen as the principle beneficiary of this law). The role of the retailer 
is often ignored, yet they are the key - the goals of the RFS will only be 
realized if retailers offer and consumers purchase the mix of fuels necessary 
for refiners to achieve compliance. The RFS, between the statutes and the 
implementing regulations, is prescriptive on the requirements placed on 
refiners as well as the qualifications and actions of biofuel producers. The RFS 
is deliberately nomprescriptive in terms of fuel types and formulations. The 
intent of this structure is to avoid picking winners and losers in an area 
characterized by technology that is evolving rapidly. Butamax has been 
leading this innovation with the development of technology to produce 
biobutanol and introduce it to the fuels value chain. Making this mix of 
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prescriptive and non-prescriptive elements work requires a focus on the fuel 
needs of the consumer. 

For the scenario envisaged at the start ot this paper to be realized, £85 will 
need to be increasingly available at retail and offered at prices which make 
it economically attractive for FFV owners. We focus on E85 because it is 
matched with the designed capabilities of the existing FFV fleet and its high 
ethanol concentration enables RFS requirements to be achieved with a 
smaller and more gradual deployment of new E85 installations and FFVs than 
would be possible with mid-level ethanol blends (e.g. E30). Other types of 
biofuels (sometimes referred to as “drop in fuels”), such as biobutanol, which 
do not require new retail infrastructure are expected to be an important and 
growing part of the market. While it could ultimately become material in the 
market, El 5 alone will not be sufficient to meet the intent of the RFS. E85, on 
the other hand, represents a cost-effective fuel blend, immediately available 
for market deployment, with potential to underpin the full objectives of the 
RFS. Accordingly, E85 should be considered as a core component of any RFS 
compliance strategy, E85 also has the added benefit that it is 
complementary to new drop-in biofuel technologies, enabling them to 
develop in the market as their cost performance improves. 

Building increased retail availability of E85 at attractive prices requires several 
factors: 

• Growing THE. n.umb.er of ESS .installatjons - Currently, there are about 3000 
gas stations in the US offering E85'. it is estimated that 80% of FFV 
owners live within 1 0 miles of an E85 station. Nonetheless, in order for 
E85 to have the necessary impact on fuel markets, the availability will 
need to grow. These 3000 stations demonstrate that retailers will invest 
if they see market demand. With store sales being an increasingly 
important driver of station profitability and declining fuel volumes 
retailers may find that they need to offer new fuels if they are to retain 
the store traffic required for station profitability. With refiners needing 
growth in E85 sales volumes to supply a growing RIN obligation, they 
are incentivized to make commercial arrangements with blenders and 
retailers which will facilitate a growing retail E85 presence. 


• ATTR,^TiyE E85 ^icing TO CONSUMERS - E85 hos Only recently started to 
draw mainstream consumer interest in the US because it has not 
previously been priced at a level which reflects its reduced fuel 
economy compared to ElO. Market data from Brazil, where FFVs are 
widely available (90+% of new car sales for the past decade have 
been flex fuel vehicles) and high ethanol content fuel is universally 


' Babcock, B.A., and S. Pouliot. "Price Ityrnd, They WJ Byy;.Hgwi:..K 

Wall." Policy Briefing Paper i3 PB-U., Center for Agricultural and Rural Development, Iowa 
State University. 
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available at retail, shows that FFV owners will buy this fuel if it is readily 
available and priced appropriately relative to gasoline. The some 
result can be expected in the US once consumers are familiar with the 
benefits of £85 and it is priced consistently with the fuel economy 
delivered. 

Retailers can only offer an affractive £85 price to consumers if they are 
able to purchase £85 at a price which allows them to make that offer 
while earning a profit margin similar to that which they earn selling £10. 
As the wholesale marketer also has no RFS obligation, they will require 
the value of the RINs they capture (through blending of £85) to be 
sufficient to enable them to price £85 at the level required by the 
retailer. In fact, if £85 is the marginal source of RINs for the refiner, as 
can be expected when RVOs exceed RIN supply from £1 0 alone, the 
market value of RINs will continuously adjust2 to enable the wholesaler 
to offer this pricing while earning a normal profit margin. As Jane and 
her fellow FFV owners will vary somewhat in how they assess £85 prices, 
wholesale marketers and retailers will learn to adjust their £85 price to 
move their sales mix as needed to balance with refiner demand for 
RINs. 


• MA|NTAiNj_NG.Atip growjngjmiemmber - The current FFV fleet in the 

US is estimated at about 14 million vehicles. Historically, automobile 
companies hove produced these vehicles in the general absence of 
material consumer demand because they earned the manufacturer 
credits towards their compliance with fuel economy (CAFE) standards. 
With the opportunity for CAFE credits being reduced, there is a risk that 
automobile companies will begin to scale back their FFV offerings 
unless consumer demand or other incentives make this attractive. 

Wholesale marketers have incentive to maintain and grow their fuel sales 
volumes in a shrinking gasoline market and they have an opportunity to grow 
their RIN sales by blending increasing volumes of biofuels. Moving greater 
volumes of high biofuel blends, such as £85, requires them to secure demand 
from retailers with £85 capability and to price the £85 at levels which will 
enable retailers to profitably grow their £85 sales volumes. This will typically 
require wholesale marketers to transfer much of the RIN value to the retailer 
by way of a lower £85 price, so that retailers, in turn, can pass it on to the 
consumer. With £85 as the marginal source of RINs, market forces will drive 
RIN values to levels which enable the wholesale marketer to profitably price 
£85 at levels which incentivize retailer demand. While widespread adoption 
of fhis strategy may take some time, there is already evidence of the market 
responding to the incentive created by the market need for additional RINs. 


R!N values are expected to decrease when gasoline prices rise relative to ethanol and 
decrease when gasoline prices fall relative to ethanol. 
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In summary, ESS must be viewed as the core mechanism for delivery of the 
RFS in the near term. It plays this role because it is an existing product with a 
substantial base of compatible vehicles and retail infrastructure. 

Accordingly, it offers the most immediate opportunity to greatly expand the 
RIN supply to the market. Growth of ESS demand has historically been 
impeded by retail pricing at levels above its value to most consumers. The 
RIN mechanism of RFS changes this by providing economic incentive for all 
parties in the value chain to align in a manner which grows ESS availability 
and supports retail pricing that can stimulate the required levels of consumer 
demand. The RIN mechanism also serves to incentivize commercialization of 
drop-in biofuels such as biobutanol. These fuels will serve to enable deeper 
penetration of biofuels through their enhanced RIN delivery and full 
compatibility with existing, non-FFV, vehicles and retail infrastructure. 
Conversely, modifications to RFS which reduce RIN prices will reduce costs to 
refiners but will also eliminate incentives for wholesale marketers, retailers and 
consumers to grow E85 markets or deploy drop-in biofuels. 

IMPACT ON THE MARKET ANO QASOLINE PRICES 

The underlying aim of the RFS is to grow the share of domestically produced 
renewable fuels in the US fuel market. The key benefits from this action are 
improvements in US energy security, improvement in air quality (both 
traditional pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions) and moderation of the 
growth in global oil demand. This is being done in a context where US 
gasoline demand is gradually decreasing as a result of demographic shifts, 
economic factors and gradual improvement in fuel economy standards for 
new cars. While the RFS is applicable 
to both the gasoline and diesel fuel 
markets, this paper focuses on the 
gasoline market as it is larger and the 
transition issues are more complex, in 
the case where ethanol is the 
dominant renewable gasoline 
component, analysis of the projected 
US gasoline market-’ and the gasoline 
portion of the RFS** requires that 
ethanol takes a growing share of a 
declining US gasoline market, as 
illustrated. 



3 Butamax anaiysis, based on projected US gasoline and ESS demand from the US Energy 
Information Agency (ElAj Annual Energy Outlook for 2013 (AEO2013j reference case. 

Butamax assumes that the biomass-based diesel portion of the RFS gradually increases from 
the 1 .28bgai requirement for 2013 and subtracts this contribution from the Total Renewables 
requirement. 
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Delivery of this growing quantity of ethanol to the gasoline market requires a 
shift to higher ethanol blends. For simplicity, we assume that the US market 
first transitions away from straight gasoline (EO) to ElO, a step which has 
already largely occurred. From there, ElO is gradually displaced by growing 
volumes of ESS, As discussed above, delivering this result requires retail 
pricing which incentivizes FFV owners to regularly purchase ESS, as well as 
growing the FFV share of the vehicle population and increasing retail 
availability of ESS. With those enabling requirements in mind, the 
accompanying chart estimates the share of EO and ESS in the market 
required to generate the quantity of RINs implied by full RFS implementation. 
fSales of El 5 or other types of biofuel would directionally reduce the amount 
of ESS sales required). As illustrated, the required ethanol volume share grows 
from about S% in 201 0 to over 25% in 2022, EO virtually disappeared by 201 2 
and ESS slowly grows to 24% of fuel sales by 2022. EO, in tact, has continued in 
the US market at low levels as biomass-based diesel and some ESS sales have 
contributed to the fuel mix and generated RINs to enable RFS compliance. A 
slower ramp-up of the RFS obligation due to cellulosic ethanol coming to 
market more slowly than statute would also reduce the required rate of ESS 
penetration. 



Drop in biofuels, such as biobutanol, provide an opportunity to further reduce 
the amount of ESS and, therefore, FFV's needed to achieve the RFS targets 
while staying within the capabilities of the existing vehicle fleet and 
infrastructure. A 16% blend of butanol in gasoline (Bui 6) offers consumers the 
same fuel economy as ElO while generating twice the number of RINs per 
gallon as ElO^. The accompanying chart uses the same fuel energy demand 
data as the prior chart while assuming the gradual introduction of butanol 
capacity (from either retrofit of existing ethanol plants or new construction of 
cellulosic butanol plants) of 4bgal/yr by 2022. In this scenario, required ESS 
volumes are reduced as butanol blends double the number of RINs which 
can be realized with fuel for standard vehicles. 


= 10% ethanol X 1 RIN per gallon of ethanol generates 0.10 RIN per gallon of ElO. 1<S% butanol 
X 1.3 RIN per gallon at butanol generates 0.21 RIN per gallon of Bui 6. 
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While delays in commercialization of cellulosic ethanol technology or 
different levels of penetration of non-ethanol biofuels, (such as biobutanol or 
biomass-based diesel), may result in a shift of both the timeline and the 
amount of ethanol penetration required for RFS compliance, RIN prices will 
be set by the marginal source of compliance. We believe that, once RFS 
requirements exceed v/hat can be achieved by ElO, £85 will be the marginal 
source of compliance. The RIN will price at the level required to incentivize 
FFV owners to regularly purchase ESS; for the large majority of such motorists 
that will require reducing the retail price of ESS to the level where the cost per 
mile is less than or equal to the cost per mile for consuming ElO'’, The RIN 
value necessary to achieve this retail pricing will be set by the delivered 
wholesale cost of ethanol and hydrocarbon gasoline respectively, as well as 
applicable state and local taxes in a given market^. The net effect of this 
structure is that the RIN moderates the terminal rack price of ElO (see charts 
below) and enables the terminal rack price for ESS to be sufficiently 
discounted to incentivize broad use by FFV owners. (This analysis does not 
assume any reduction in crude price levels due to displacement by 
renewables: such effect would further mitigate any price impacts on 
gasoline). 


Calculated RiN Values vs Ethanol Price 
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Wholesale £10 versus Ethanol Price 



Wholesaie Ethanol (S/gai) 


The manner in which these effects can be expected to appear in the 
marketplace is illustrated in the following examples. 


* Babcock (Babcock, B.A., and S. Pouliot. ‘‘Price it ond They Wi!l Buy: How £85 Can Breok the 
Biend Wall.'' Policy Briefing Paper 13 PB- 1 1 , Center for Agricultural and Rural Development, 
Iowa State University.) Provides a more rigorous analysis which infers a demand elasticity for 
£85 based on consumer behavior in Brazil. The result of that analysis is that steadily larger £85 
discounts, and thus increasing RIN prices, are needed to support increasing £85 market 
share. We agree in principle with his analysis but have chosen not to analyze to that level of 
detail for this paper. 


'■ As RINs trade on a national market, it will actually be the highest cost market which will 
determine the national market value of RINs. The location of this highest cost market will be 
determined by local delivered bulk ethanol price relative to local delivered bulk gasoline 
price as well as local tax structures, 
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Case J - RVO sef af 9.7% of Gasoline Production (below blend wall) 

A recent® New York Harbor (NYHj spot price for reformulated gasoline 
blendstock (RBOB), the gasoline product produced by refiners for blending 
into ElO for the New York market, was $2.64 per gallon. Deducting any 
charges related to RFS obligations, this equates to $2,61 7.. On that same 
day, the spot ethanol price (which includes one RIN) was $2.15 per gallon. 

Now assume that the RFS obligation is maintained at 9.7% in perpetuity, so 
that there is no regulatory need for E85. This would cause RIN prices to drop 
to historic levels, assume $0.02. if refiner's costs remain the same as current 
market conditions, the spot RBOB price should go to the $2,617 /gallon 
calculated above plus a reduced RIN cost of 9.7% X $0.02 = $0,002 /gallon, 
for a total of $2.62 /gallon. Using the current ethanol price ($2,1 5/galj and 
typical values for fuel taxes, transportation costs and margins, the flow of 
prices through the marketing system, expressed in $/galion, can be estimated 
as illustrated below - 


$2,617 + 0.002 » $2.62 



Market Mix 

100%E10 +0% E85 
Weighted Price $3.14 


In this scenario, RIN cost has a minimal impact on refiners’ cost of supplying 
the market and the expected retail pricing relationship between ElO and E85 
(E85 at about 10% less than ElO) is not likely to incentivize any significant E85 
sales through existing pumps or installation of new E85 pumps. 


8 October 25 i 0 2013. The quoted price for a 2013 corn ethanol RIN was $0,24 and the current 
RIN obligation is 9.7%. Assuming that refiners are passing all of their RIN costs on to their 
customers, that amounts to 9.7% X $0.24 = $0,023 per gallon of RBOB. Thus, we can infer that 
the spot price of RBOB would be $2,640 - $0,023 = $2.61 7 in the absence of any RFS 
obligation, 
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Case 2 - RVO set at 12.5% of Gasoline Production (above blend wall) 

In this case we assume the RFS obligation increases to the equivalent of 
ethanol at 1 2.5% of fhe refiner's gasoline production. This is roughly what 
would be required if the 2014 statutory obligation of 18.15 billion gallons were 
to be enforced with 1 .28 billion gallons of biodiesel required. With this 
requirement and the same market environment as in Case 1 , the retail 
market would need to sell 98.3% ElO and 1.7% E85 to generate the required 
number of RINs. We estimate that RIN prices would need to increase to $0,59 
to enable retail E85 to be priced at levels which will incentivize this amount of 
consumer demand. This price level for RINs amounts to $0,074 per gallon of 
RBOB {12.5% X $0.59 = $0,074). This also lowers the effective cost of ethanol to 
the wholesale marketer to $2.15 - $0.59 = $1 .56 per gallon. As a result, costs 
now flow through the distribution system as illustrated below - 


$2.617 + 0.074 = $2.69 



Market Mix 

98% E10 + 2% E85 
Weighted Price $3.14 


The net result is that retail ElO prices are projected to essentially unaffected, 
rising from $3. 1 4 in Case 1 to $3. 1 5 in Case 2 while E85 price decreases from 
$2.83 to $2.42. This pricing relationship between E85 and ElO at retail is 
expected to incentivize the required consumer demand for E85. It should be 
noted that the market-weighted price mix remains unchanged at $3.14 per 
gallon. This level of E85 demand can be accommodated through the 
existing 3000 E85 pumps plus new pumps which retailers can be influenced to 
install when they see that there will be a consistent policy in place to 
incentivize consumer demand. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

• The Renewable Fuels Standard is a farsighted and robust piece of 
legislation prompted by sound government policy. To quote the EPA ‘‘RFS2 
lays the foundation for achieving significant reductions of greenhouse gas 
emissions from the use of renewable fuels, for reducing imported 
petroleum and encouraging the development and expansion of our 
nation’s renewable fuels sector”. It has successfully stimulated massive 
private investment in technology to create new, clean and diverse 
sources of renewable energy and superior fuel molecules for the US fuels 
market. The technology challenge has been considerable, but this 
investment has successfully delivered game changing technologies that 
put the U.S. firmly ahead of the rest of the world in the vital renewable 
energy sector. 

• As the blend wall approaches, the market mechanisms created by this 
legislation have been proven to work as intended. The recent escalation 
of RIN prices is driven by the RFS obligations, and is precisely what is 
needed to incentivize growth in the share of renewable components in 
the fuel mix, 

• E85 and Flexible Fuel Vehicles represent a readily available solution to 
enable the immediate blending targets of the RFS to be delivered, and 
should be considered a core part of any compliance strategy for meeting 
the RFS obligations. A clear signal to this effect from government, and 
maintenance of incentives for the Auto industry to maintain production of 
material numbers of flexible fuel vehicles, are necessary to ensure that the 
refuelling and vehicle infrastructure required are available to support this 
opportunity. 

• RVO obligations beyond the level that can be achieved through E10 
alone are essential to create the incentives within the value chain for 
renewable fuels to increase, and to create the growth envisaged by 
government policy. 

• As such, relaxation of blend targets to levels below the so-called blend 
wall would immediately cause RIN prices to collapse, halt the growth in 
E85, ond severely damage prospects of advantaged biofuel molecules 
{such as biobutanol) breaking into to the fuels market. 

• When considering whether to diminish the aspirational objectives of the 
Renewable Fuels Standard, Congress and the Administration are faced 
with a clear choice. On the one hand, whether, to continue pursuit of 
energy security, reduced energy costs, rural job creation and lower 
greenhouse gas emissions, benefitting from new world beating technology 
developed in response to government leadership or, on the other hand, 
to forego this opportunity in favour of the status quo. 
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IMPACT OF DRAFT EPA 20-14 RVO PROPOSAL 

A draft proposal outlining a methodology for setting RVO’s for 2014 (and 
beyond) was recently produced by the EPA and leaked to public. The 
approach outlined is to define RVO’s based on the volume of ethanol 
required to produce essentially all US gasoline as ElO, plus a small amount of 
additional ethanol from current E85 sales. This approach is fundamentally at 
odds with the objectives of the RFS, which clearly anticipated moving very 
substantially beyond what is possible with ElO alone. It appears that the 
methodology is specifically designed to collapse RIN prices in the mistaken 
belief that RIN prices impact gasoline prices at the street. However, as 
explained above, the RIN price is essential to creating incentives in the fuel 
value chain to drive increased levels of renewable energy in the fuel mix, but 
does not affect overall fuel price to consumers. If the leaked approach is 
implemented, the following impact can be expected: 

• Conventional RIN prices will collapse to near zero, in line with historical 
trends, 

• The reduction in RIN prices will force wholesale marketers to increase ESS 
prices significantly, and sales will drop to token levels. Any Investment in 
increase ESS distribution and marketing can be expected to cease. 

• Blending economics for drop-in biofuels will deteriorate substantially, since 
drop-in biofuels require higher RIN prices in order to remunerate the 
difference in production cost per gallon of higher energy content biofuels. 

• Ethanol blending will revert to being driven by the economic incentive. 

The vast majority of gasoline will be blended with corn ethanol at 1 0% 
volume, which is readily available and for which there is a clear blend 
incentive. 

• The gasoline price for consumers will increase over time, since the failure 
to implement the RFS as intended would underpin global crude oil 
demand and price. 
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RECOMMENOATIONS 

Butamax is a joint venture of BP and DuPont which was established in 2009 to 
commercialize the biobutanol technology which they had been jointly 
developing since 2003. The goal of this privately funded effort, initiated prior 
to enactment of RFS, was to find a way to grow the benefits of biofuels while 
addressing many of the limitations of ethanol. The outcome is a fuel which is 
available to the transportation market and is not dependent upon on either 
government subsidy or government purchase of the product. 
Commercialization of a new fuel technology is necessarily time consuming as 
both gasoline and ethanol manufacturing processes are highly efficient, the 
markets in which they operate are very cost-sensitive and safety must be 
assured. 

Specific Recommendations - 

• Maintain the existing mechanisms around RFS RINs - The existing structure 
provides obligated parties with incentive to move forward towards 
achieving the goals of the RFS, while consumer choice creates the 
dynamic required to bring forward the most cost-effective solutions. While 
the issue of RIN fraud must, and is being addressed, the existence of RINs is 
vital to fuel our Nation's drive to support biofuel growth. 


• Retain clarity about the ultimate direction and scale - While the RFS 
volume schedule will likely require adjustment due to the pace of 
commercialization of cellulosic biofuels, the demand side of the market 
requires long-term certainty to assure that necessary evolution of retail 
offerings, vehicle fleet and consumer behavior will occur as needed to 
achieve the policy objectives of the RFS. (It is important to note that the 
EPA has the authority to adjust the aspects of the advanced volume 
schedule to reflect the challenges of commercialising new technologies.) 


• Retain the technology neutral elements of RFS - The RFS was specifically 
designed to be technology neutral. Drop-in fuels, such as biobutanol, 
offer the potential to greatly lower the cost of deploying a growing 
volume of biofuels. Loss of technical-neutrality risks these benefits. 
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APPENDIX - PARTICIPANTS IN THE FUEL VALUE CHAIN 

Refiner -The vast majority of "gasoline” produced by US refiners today is 
actually not a finished gasoline product suitable for use in motor vehicles but 
instead is a blendstock designed to be blended with ethanol (90% gasoline, 
10% ethanol) to produce ElO. Different refiners have differing levels of 
downstream integration. Merchant refiners (i.e. Valero, PBF, HollyFrontier) 
typically sell large volume lots of their product at the refinery fence. Many 
refiners also participate in wholesale marketing (for example Exxon, BP and 
Shell); they blend ElO and sell it in truckload quantities out of distribution 
terminals to distributors or “jobbers". Only a small portion of refiners (e.g.. 
Marathon, Northern Tier) directly supply or own retail gas stations. 

• Refiners need to acquire RINs in proportion to their gasoline and diesel 
production in order to satisfy their RFS obligations. 

• A large majority of these RINs are acquired at no cost through their 
integrated wholesale marketing businesses. 

• When the refiner's obligations are less than the RINs they acquire 
through their wholesale marketing business, they are able to bank the 
excess RINs or sell them to others. When their obligations are greater 
than the RINs they acquire through their wholesale marketing activities, 
they can draw from any banked RINs (to a maximum of 20% of their 
obligation in a given year) or seek to purchase RINs from other parties. 

• When the obligations of the refining industry, as a total, exceed the 
number of RINs which can be generated through ElO blending, market 
prices will increase RIN prices until they reach the level needed to 
incentivize blenders to produce E85 and sell it at prices which make it 
attractive to retailers and consumers. 

• The US had recently become a net exporter of refined products and 
incremental exports above current levels can further reduce refiners’ 
RFS obligations. However, attractive export markets are finite and US 
market demand is relatively inelastic. Accordingly, market forces can 
be expected to incentivize the US market to be fully supplied with 
various parties in the fuels market blending incremental E85 or other 
biofuel blends fo generate the required RINs. 

Ethanol Producer - An ethanol producer creates a RIN for every gallon of 
ethanol that they produce. This RIN is "attached” to the physical gallon of 
ethanol and may only be detached when that gallon of ethanol is blended 
into a finished fuel product for sale to an end-user in the US market. This 
program is managed by the ERA. Thus, the quoted wholesale price of 
ethanol is actually a combined price for the physical commodity and the 
attached RIN. Much of the ethanol used for gasoline blending in the US 
market is sold directly to refiners for use in their integrated wholesale blending 


14 HOW THE RFS ACTUALLY DELIVERS RENEWABLE ENERGY POLICY OBJECTIVES 



196 


Butamax 

and marketing businesses. Some ethanol is blended into ESS directly by 
ethanol producers - in such cases, the ethanol producer is able to detach 
the RINs and sell them separately to other parties. 

Ethanol producers have no obligation to produce under the RES but refiners 
do have an obligation to use their product; this structure effectively assures 
that ethanol producers are able to recover their variable costs in the product 
price. RIN values effectively increase directly with ethanol price, largely 
shielding consumers from volatility in ethanol prices. 

The potential price setting ability ot ethanol producers is constrained by 
additional structural factors inherent in the industry and created by the RFS. 
Recall that the ethanol market, under RFS, effectively consists of three 
independent sets of producers - corn (conventional) ethanol, sugarcane 
(advanced) ethanol and cellulosic ethanol. While these three types of 
ethanol differ in the feedstocks employed and the greenhouse gas 
performance of their production technologies, they are producing the same 
ethanol molecule which must be treated the same way when blending 
gasoline. Further, the structure of RFS permits the refiner to use sugarcane 
ethanol in place of corn ethanol and cellulosic ethanol in place of both 
sugarcane or corn ethanol. 

corn.Elhanol- producers in this market are relatively fragmented, this industry 
has generally had excess capacity and there is an upper limit on the amount 
of corn ethanol which can be used annually for RFS compliance; this 
structure has generally limited the prices corn ethanol producers have been 
able to realize. Competition from sugarcane and cellulosic ethanol may, in 
the future, also sen^e to limit prices. 

SuGARCANpETHANo.L - producers in this market are also relatively fragmented, 
but demand in the domestic Brazilian market and other parts of the world 
have generally served to limit supply to the US market. Planned production 
growth in Brazil, however, may make additional supply available to the US 
feasible in the coming years. Delivered cost to the US places an upper limit 
on corn ethanol prices: biodiesel and, in the future, competition from 
cellulosic ethanol can be expected to create a price ceiling on sugarcane 
ethanol. The market value of an advanced RIN can be expected to reflect 
the incremental cost of sugarcane ethanol over corn ethanol in the US 
market. 

Cellulosic Ethanol -Growth of the RFS significantly beyond current volumes is 
largely dependent upon the rate at which cellulosic production becomes 
available. While the first wave of cellulosic production may be more costly 
than existing technologies, if is expected that lower feedstock costs will 
ultimately overcome higher capital and operational costs to make cellulosic 
ethanol cost competitive with corn and sugarcane. So long as cellulosic 
ethanol production is projected to fall short of the statutory targets of the RFS 
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program, EPA is obligated to offer cellulosic waiver credifs at a formula price. 
As refiners have fhe opfion of meefing their cellulosic obligation with either a 
cellulosic RIN or the combination of an advanced RIN and a cellulosic waiver 
credit, this sets an upper limit on cellulosic ethanol prices at the delivered cost 
of sugarcane ethanol plus the cost of a cellulosic waiver credit (42 cents/gal 
in 2013). 

Wholesale Marketer - A wholesale marketer manages the combination of 
gasoline blendstock with ethanol to produce a finished product, such as E10 
or E85 and sells those blended products to distributors (jobbers) or retailers. 

The blending activity generally occurs at a petroleum distribution terminal 
which receives and stores bulk shipments of gasoline blendstock (usually via 
pipeline or barge) and ethanol (usually via truck or rail). The terminal may be 
owned by a refiner, a wholesale marketer or an independent distribution 
company. In some markets, the blending is commonly done by or for 
jobbers. In some states, refiners are legally required to make unblended 
gasoline blendstock available to jobbers to do their own blending. 

• Ownership of RINs detached as a result of the blending activity 
typically goes to the party who hired the blender. If this is not an 
obligated party (refiner) they will typically seek to sell the RINs in the 
market. 

• Most terminals service more than one refiner with fungible gasoline 
blendstocks commingled in shared tankage and each refiner supplying 
their own ethanol to a community ethanol tank. 

• The wholesale marketer chooses which blends to offer, typically based 
on input from their customers. Each marketer utilizing a shared terminal 
sets their own product prices. 

In a market where fuel demand is declining and which is short on RINs, 
wholesale marketers can create value for refiners by finding a market for their 
fuel and supplying them with their RIN requirements. This requires that they 
offer successful retailers the right product blends at prices which will enable 
them to be competitive. The market value of the RINs generated will be set 
at a level which bridges from the costs of hydrocarbon gasoline and ethanol 
to the relative market value of E10 and E85 with a small incentive left for the 
wholesale marketer. The wholesale marketer’s share of the RIN value will be 
capped by the ability of ethanol producers and jobbers to do their own 
blending and compete with the wholesale marketers for sales of RINs back to 
the refiners. 

Retailer - Many retailers in the US today operate independently of refiners. 
While a large share of gas stations carry a refiner brand, these are generally 
franchisees (they agree for a period of years to exclusively source their fuel 
from the refiner, offer the refiner’s standard set of fuel products to the refiners 
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quality specifications and configure the look of their site to the refiner's image 
standards; they do this in exchange for the refiner's marketing support and 
supply terms). While refiner brands retain a large share of the retail gasoline 
business, an increasing share is from big box retailers (Costco, Wal-Mart), 
grocers (Safeway, Kroger) and independent retail companies (Wawa, 
QuikTrip), 

• Declining fuel demand and growing diversity of retailers makes retail 
gasoline pricing highly competitive. Fuel margins are often very small 
and store operations represent a major share of revenues. 

• Independent companies (e.g.. Propel) are entering the business of 
offering standalone biofuel product dispensing on existing retail sites. 

• While retailers set their own product pricing and, increasingly, select 
their product offerings they ultimately need to price at levels which 
drive consumers who have multiple choices to buy. For E85 and other 
new biofuel blends this feeds back into the prices wholesalers must 
offer in order to drive volume and generate the RINs which are needed 
by refiners to meet their RFS obligations. 

With stagnant vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and steadily increasing fuel 
economy, E85 has the opportunity to be a growing retail fuel product in an 
otherwise declining market. Retailers offering E85 will be able to maintain or 
grow their fuel volumes and have the best prospect for sustaining the store 
sales generated by fuel traffic. With retail fuel volumes declining and the mix 
of fuel retailers shifting away from refinery-branded dominance, successful 
retailers are well-placed to negotiate the best terms for supply of the range of 
fuels consumers are demanding: this may include being able to negotiate 
assistance in the installation of E85 dispensing equipment. 

Consumer - With U.S. gasoline demand steadily declining, existing market 
participants compete vigorously to retain volume. Retail gas sales in the U.S. 
are very much driven by price over all other considerations. (Branding of gas 
in the US does not impact consumer choice as much as it does in other 
countries.) Compared to non FFV users - who will still continue to enjoy price 
dictated by competition, consumers with FFVs will be able to make even 
more strategic choices where to buy their gasoline and at what price. 


Consumers, particularly those who own FFVs, are the key to making the RFS 
succeed. They need to be incentivized to purchase E85 regularly. That 
incentive needs to be sufficient not only to impact current fuel purchases but 
also to incentivize demand for new FFVs by a growing percentage of new 
car buyers As ESS becomes increasingly available at attractive prices, 
informed consumers with FFVs can be expected to choose this product. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you so very much. 

Let me turn to Mr. Charles Drevna, President, American Fuel 
and Petrochemical Manufacturers. Welcome, sir. 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. DREVNA, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FUEL AND PETROCHEMICAL MANUFACTURERS 

Mr. Drevna. Chairman Boxer, thank you. Ranking Member 
Vitter and members of the Committee, I am pleased to be here. 

In 2007, Congress enacted energy legislation which in essence 
promised significant steps toward energy independence, national 
security and added environmental protections. A major component 
of that law known as the RFS calls for massive amounts of renew- 
ables to be blended into the Nation’s transportation fuel supply. 

In 2013, we now know that the RFS Program was based upon 
erroneous market assumptions, obstacles that prevent the safe con- 
sumption of ethanol at increasing mandated levels and many other 
unintended negative consequences. 

These critical flaws in combination with the resurgence of domes- 
tic energy production have led us to one unquestionable conclusion. 
It is not abundantly clear that the RFS has systemic problems that 
Congress must address immediately and decisively to avoid severe 
economic harm to individual consumers and to the Nation’s econ- 
omy. 

Madam Chair, you asked the previous panel whether or not Con- 
gress should use every year to increase the, or set the volumes, for 
renewables. I submit that you already did in 2007. Those volumes 
are set statutorily. 

Senator Boxer. You misunderstood me, but we will get into that 
later. 

Mr. Drevna. Ironically in a free market consumer choice and ec- 
onomics would drive the safe and efficient introduction of biofuels. 
As Mr. Collins just stated, they are inputting a lot of money into 
the free market, I would say, not some preconceived false market. 
DuPont is a pretty big company. They have some smart people. I 
understand, I understand the idea of the free market and I ap- 
plaud them for doing it. 

However, mandates are not the free market, and the reality is 
that the RFS will raise prices for virtually all consumer goods, pos- 
sibly leading to a consumer backlash against renewables generally, 
not just the mandates. We believe this is not the result that Con- 
gress wants to achieve. In short, we should repeal this act. 

We talked about the blend wall. We understand that we cannot 
go to blend wall. Another question was asked of the previous panel. 
Will the refining industry continue to use ethanol? Yes, we are 
geared to use it at 10 percent. The problem is going over 10 percent 
whether it is from technologies that exist today, like corn ethanol, 
or cellulosic ethanol. It is still ethanol. The automobile engine or 
the lawnmower engine, it makes no differentiation between the 
two. 

Complicating matters further, we are not the entities that in 
many cases actually blend the ethanol and we must go into the 
open market to purchase the compliance credit known as the RIN. 
When this fuel supply contains the maximum number of renewable 
fuel that it can handle, no more RINs can be generated for pro- 
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ducers for compliance. So, in essence, the RIN is a permit to sell 
gasoline and diesel. It is the mirror image of the cap and trade sys- 
tem. 

And Senator Vitter, this goes to your question regarding the im- 
pact on consumers ultimately at the pump. Refiners are going to 
have a couple of choices if this RIN market continues at it was in 
the winter and summer of 2013 here. If you cannot get the RIN 
credit to sell the gasoline or diesel, you can either cut runs or you 
can export more. Either way, as studies have indicated, either way 
is not good for the American consumer. 

The volumes that ERA proposed in August to waive the 2014 re- 
quirements is a good start, hut we believe you need an additional 
cushion. We believe you are trying to be too, too accurate on setting 
that number. We think a 9.7 percent would be better to allow some 
liquidity in the market. 

In closing, I have got 5 seconds here, folks, this is an unworkable 
law. It is a negative impact on the consumer. We understand the 
desire of Congress in 2007, but let us look at it from a 2013 reality. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Drevna follows:] 
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AFPM, the American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers, appreciates the opportunity to share its 
views on the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). AFPM is a trade association representing high-tech 
American manufacturers of virtually the entire U.S. supply of gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, other fuels and 
home heating oil, as well as the petrochemicals used as building blocks for thousands of products vital 
to everyday life. AFPM members operate 122 U.S. refineries comprising approximately 98 percent of 
U.S. refining capacity. As refiners and importers of gasoline and diesel, AFPM’s members are the 
obligated parties under the RFS. 

This hearing comes at a critical time for the refining industry and American consumers. The energy 
landscape in the United States is markedly different than it was during the debate over creating the 
RFS, as the U.S. is experiencing a crude oil and natural gas production revolution that is redefining 
energy security as we know it. It is also now clear that the RFS is not only failing to achieve many of 
its original purposes, but in many cases undermines its own goals. This testimony will provide some 
context around the changed circumstances around key justifications for the original law, the issues 
obligated parties face if the law is implemented as written, a brief discussion on the importance of 
EPA’s action to reduce the 2014 volumes, and why Congressional action is still vitally important. 

I. Background 

The RFS was established with the goals of enhancing both energy security and environmental 
protection, while providing development opportunities to rural America. Many also believed advanced 
biofuels would be developed that could work in existing infrastructure and be produced from non-food 
feed stocks. In practice, however, the RFS has operated contrary to these goals and most of its 
foundational assumptions turned out to be false. Refiners are now forced to comply with an 
unworkable law that places consumers at risk of high food and fuel costs, engine damage, and 
environmental harm. 

This hearing takes place against a backdrop of greatly increased domestic oil and gas production that 
promises to enhance energy security for the U.S., without mandates or subsidies. Meanwhile, second 
generation renewable fuels have not materialized as the reality becomes clear that policymakers 
cannot mandate innovation or favorable economics. Perhaps most critically this year, fuel demand, 
which was projected to steadily increase when RFS2 was established in 2007, has declined and is 
expected to decline further. The annually increasing amounts of biofuel required to be blended into a 
declining fuel supply mean the federal biofuel mandate threatens to create fuel supply shortfalls and 
risk damaging consumer engines. The combination of these factors demonstrates that the RFS is 
unnecessary, unworkable, and should be repealed. 

A. Changes since RFS2 was adopted 

Energy security landscape. In 2007 the energy discussion in the United States was one of scarcity, 
not abundance. Since that time, the U.S. began to unlock its true energy potential - without the use of 
mandates or subsidies. The Energy Information Administration reported in November 2013 that for the 
first time in nearly 20 years the U.S. produced more oil than it imported. In July, the Energy 
Information Administration (EIA) testified before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
that between 2007 and 2012, domestic oil production increased by 1.5 million barrels per day, or 30 
percent, with most of the growth occurring over the past three years.’ Onshore oil |iroduction in the 
lower 48 states rose 64 percent between February 2010 and February 2013 alone. The United 
States' newfound energy abundance is not a short-term phenomenon. Indeed, comparing its 2007 
and 201 2 estimates for 2022, EIA projects a 23-percent increase in oil production and a 62-percent 
increase in natural gas production. During that time, U.S. petroleum imports declined from 61 percent 
of consumption to 41 percent in 2012, EIA testified before the House Energy and Commerce 
Committee on June 26 that ethanol was only a minor factor in the drop in petroleum imports. 


' Testimony of EIA Administrator Adam Sieminski before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources (July 16, 2013). 

^Id 
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Ironically, and as detailed below, by placing refining infrastructure at risk, the RFS will also undermine 
this important American economic and security advantage. 

Failure of cellulosic and other advanced biofuels leads to increased imports. At the same time that the 
U.S, has been increasing oil and gas production, development of many advanced biofuels promised 
at the time the RFS was enacted has not occurred. Given this reality, the RFS essentially mandates 
fuels that do not exist. The law requires specific advanced biofuels to be blended into the fuel supply, 
including biomass-based diesel, cellulosic biofuels, and other advanced biofuels. When the RFS was 
written into law, policy makers envisioned one billion gallons of cellulosic biofuel would be consumed 
in 2013, increasing to 16 billion gallons by 2022. In reality, zero gallons of cellulosic biofuel were 
produced in 2010 and 2011, and only 21,093 gallons were produced in 2012 (20,069 of which were 
exported and unavailable for compliance). ERA’S EMTS data indicate less than 360 thousand gallons 
of cellulosic fuel have been produced January through October 2013. In addition, EIA projects that 
drop-in biofuels^ will only grow to approximately 341 million gallons by 2022 — enough to satisfy ,07 
percent of gasoline demand.^ 

Ironically, for a law with “energy independence” in its title, ERA indicated in the NRRM that in 2013, 
most of the other unidentified advanced biofuels (i.e., excluding biomass-based diesel and cellulosic) 
mandated would be met by imported sugarcane ethanol (primarily from Brazil). The prevalence of 
imports and failure of the RFS to develop domestic second and third generation biofuels ensures that 
RFS will continue to rely on imported ethanol to satisfy its advanced biofuel volumes. This situation 
belies the argument that the law is enhancing energy independence and, as explained later, ensures 
the required use of biofuels generating more emissions and other environmental issues than arise 
from using gasoline. 

Fuel Demand. While the energy supply picture has been changing, so has fuel demand. Largely due 
to the stagnant economy, and improved automobile efficiency, projections for gasoline® use have 
shifted significantly between 2007 and 2012. The 2007 EIA Annual Energy Outlook projected a 12 
percent higher demand for gasoline in 2013 than is actually occurring. The 2013 Annual Energy 
Outlook (AEO) now projects 2022 gasoline demand will be 28 percent lower than the 2007 AEO 
projection for 2022. Importantly, and as described below, the combinatioh of decreased gasoline 
demand and rising biofuels mandates has exacerbated the ohset of the E10 blendwall — the point after 
which blenders are unable to safely add additional ethanol to the fuel mix. We are how at the point 
where existing delivery infrastructure and the consumer vehicle fleet are not capable of safely handling 
increased concentrations of ethanol. 

B. Flawed implementation concept 

The RFS is implemented in a way that makes fuel manufacturers responsible for consumer's 
renewable fuel demand. The mandate establishes how much biofuel volume must be consumed, but 
quixotically places the obligation for such consumption on upstream fuel manufacturers, who do not 
have the ability to control the nation's downstream ethanol blending or retail operations. Refiners and 
importers must demonstrate that for every gallon of gasoline and diesel fuel they sell into the U.S. 
market, a certain amount of renewable fuel was consumed. This requirement holds despite the fact 
that refiners have no control over either consumer purchasing habits or (in the majority of cases) retail 
decisions on what fuels to sell to the public or whether to replace dispensers and other refueling 
infrastructure to accommodate corrosive ethanol blends. Additionally, the structure of the mandate 
allows compliance credits, called Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs), to be held by non- 
obligated parties, boosting compliance costs for obligated parties because these intermediate, 
nonobligated parties see an opportunity to profit from participation. 


® Drop-in biofuels can move in pipelines, trucks, and barges without equipment modification; are usable in 
existing fueling stations without modification, and are usable by existing vehicle fleet without modification. 

EIA, Drop-In Biofuels in the AEO, EIA Biofuels Workshop, March 20, 2013. 

® Gasoline includes blends of up to 10 percent ethanol. 
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Penetration of new fuels requires that consumers see a benefit to buying the fuel and that retailers see 
adequate market incentives to install equipment or make other changes necessary to offer the fuel. A 
common misconception is that refiners or importers own/control retail operations. Refiners own less 
than five percent of the retail stations in the U.S. In June 201 1 , GAO reported that the major 
integrated companies own only one percent of the stations and only half of stations are "branded” 
franchises. The remaining retailers are unbranded independent businesses, and 56 percent of all 
stations are single-station operators. In the case of franchised gasoline stations, station owners are 
responsible for the equipment and infrastructure — the branding is often just a fuel supply agreement 
whereby the franchisee has certainty in its supply rather than relying on the spot market. 

These stations may sell higher ethanol blends (such as £85 or £15) as long as they continue to sell 
the branded product (a key feature of a franchise), but they generally have chosen not to carry these 
higher ethanol blends because of a lack of consumer demand and the potential liabilities associated 
with mid-level ethanol blends. In general, franchisees get the benefit of a steady fuel supply at a 
contracted price, marketing assistance, and the ability to use a refiner's trusted brand to help sell fuel. 
Typically, in return, franchisees must sell at least two grades of the refiner’s product. Put another way, 
franchisees are getting the benefit of a contractual bargain between two private parties - the definition 
of a free market. Those franchisees may invest in additional tanks and dispensers to carry additional 
fuel types, or may terminate their franchise agreements and sell unbranded fuel. 

Retailers must therefore see the financial benefit in offering a new fuel, including an increase in 
demand for the new fuel that requires consumer acceptance. Penetration is not quick in many areas, 
even in cases where much of the infrastructure was in place. One alternative fuel currently available in 
certain markets is £85, which contains up to 85 percent ethanol and 15 percent gasoline. £85 
requires specialized storage and dispensing equipment and can only be used in flex fuel vehicles 
(FFVs), which consist of less than five percent of the total consumer vehicle fleet. The infrastructure 
and vehicles are not in place for the widespread adoption of £85, and acceptance of this fuel has 
moved much more slowly than £10, with sales in key states that promote £85 actually declining last 
year before rebounding to the historic mean in 2013 These realities place a functional cap on the 
amount of ethanol that can be blended into the fuel supply at £10 and creates significant barriers to 
implementing the RFS, which will be discussed later in more detail. 

In addition to the market acceptance and penetration issues, a perverse compliance mechanism 
exacerbates the adverse implications of the RFS. Obligated parties (refiners and importers) must 
obtain a requisite number of RINs to turn into EPA to demonstrate compliance each year. A RIN is 
generated when a gallon of renewable fuel is produced. It stays with this gallon until it can be 
separated when an obligated party purchases the gallon of biofuel or when that gallon is blended into 
the fuel supply. Refiners do not often own the terminals where the biofuel is blended, or do not own 
enough terminal capacity to satisfy their full obligation in any given year, and must therefore rely upon 
unrelated third parties to blend ethanol and make the separated RINs available to the marketplace. 
Many refiners and importers simply sell gasoline blendstocks into the wholesale market, where a third 
party terminal or marketing company purchases them and blends in ethanol to produce finished fuel. 
Unless an obligated party owns the terminals or other marketing assets that can cover its full 
obligation, or has a contractual agreement with the owner of those assets, the obligated party must 
buy RINs from marketers or off the open market. As a result, a company purchasing its RINs on the 
open market at $1.00 each incurs an implied $0.10 per gallon increase in cost to produce a gallon of 
gasoline. To further illustrate why RINs are not "free,” as some claim, one need look no further than 
the first quarter financial statements of many terminal companies. Although they are not obligated 
parties, these companies and others like them actually blend the fuel and sell RINs to the obligated 
parties for compliance. These companies reported significant new revenue from RIN trading during 
the run-up in prices through the first half of 2013. To be clear, AFPM does not believe these 
companies are unduly benefiting or doing anything wrong - this is just illustrative of how the RFS 
works and more evidence of its true cost. 

After understanding changing market dynamics since the inception of the RFS and the intricacies of its 
implementation, it is important to focus on the serious short-term problem of the blendwall and 
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highlight the long-tenn issues of the RFS. However, AFPM would like to reiterate that it is neither anti- 
biofuels nor anti-ethanol. Two of AFPM’s members are among the top five ethanol producers, and at 
least one makes more ethanol than 97 percent of the Renewable Fuels Association’s membership. 
Biofuels can and do play an important role in the fuel mix, provided they are safely integrated into the 
fuel supply and consumers demand them. In testimony before the House Energy and Commerce 
Committee on June 26, 2013, both EIA and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) indicated that 
as long as ethanol is economical to use, refiners and blenders would likely continue to use it - even in 
the absence of a mandate. However, AFPM opposes mandates and subsidies, including the RFS, 
because they limit consumer choices and stifle innovation. Moreover, and as this testimony 
demonstrates, the law is unworkable at its core, threatening to significantly raise consumer costs. For 
these reasons. Congress should repeal the RFS. 

II. Serious Short-Term Issue: the Blendwall 

The U.S. currently faces the onset of the E10 “blendwall,” which will fundamentally compromise the 
fuel industry's ability to simultaneously meet the requirements of the RFS and to meet U.S. 
transportation fuel demand. The E10 blendwall refers to the point where nearly all the gasoline 
supplied domestically contains 10 percent ethanol, which is the effective, practical limit on the amount 
of ethanol that can safely be blended into the fuei supply without risking engine or infrastructure 
damage. 

A. RFS volumes create blendwall challenges in 2013 and 2014 

As referenced above, gasoline demand is failing in the United States. ElA's current projection of 
gasoline demand for 2013 is 133.8 billion gallons, and is expected to fail an additional 600 million 
gallons to133.2 billion gallons in 2014.® At these levels of demand, the 10 perceht {E10) saturation 
point is approximately 13.3 billion gailons. This year, the RFS requires obligated parties to obtain and 
submit 13.8 billion conventional biofuel renewable identification numbers (RINs) to demonstrate that 
the requisite galions of renewable fuel were blended into the fuel supply. The convehtional biofuel 
mandate is primarily filled by corn-based ethanol. In addition to conventional biofuels, the RFS 
requires volumes of cellulosic biofuel, other advanced biofuel (included sugar-cane-based ethanol), 
and biomass-based biodiesel. These RFS volumes are “nested" mandates as depicted in figure 1. 
When you add the requirements for each of these biofuel types together, EPA finalized a renewable 
fuel obligation totaling 16.55 billion galions in 2013 (approximately 14.6 billion gallons, or 88 percent, 
of which is projected to be ethanol from both conventional and advanced fuel mandated categories). 
Therefore, the proposed EPA RFS obligation for 201 3 is already requiring much more ethanol than 
El 0 and the mandate now exceeds the amount of ethanol our fuel delivery system can safely handle. 
As a result, obligated parties will only use approximately 13 billion gallons of conventional ethanol in 
2013, and fill the remaining obligation with banked RINs from previous years. In 2014, as obligated 
parties exhaust the supply of banked credits (RINs) from over-complying in previous years and as 
gasoline demand declines further while facing a statutory implicit conventional ethanol mandate of 
alone 14.4 billion gallons, the math becomes even more problematic. 


® EIA Short Term Energy Outlook (November 13, 2013). 

' Obligated parties have can comply by meeting up to 20% of its current obligation with RINs generated in 
the previous year. In previous years, blenders used more ethanol than mandated, creating a “RIN bank” 
that will likely be drawn down by 201 4 as obligated parties use these banked RINs for 201 3 compliance. 


4 



Figure 1 RFS Nested Mandates 


B. Market already showing biendwall effects through RIN prices 

Although not every company or every region reaches the biendwall at the same time, due to 
differences in companies’ business models, the market indicated that the combination of higher 
mandates and declining gasoline consumption forced the onset of the biendwall in 2013 and that the 
full effects will start to be felt in 2014. This is most apparent in the RIN market, which reflects the 
expectation of how much ethanol can be blended into gasoline. This RIN supply/demand tightening is 
not due to ethanol production shortages, but to the inability to push more ethanol into the fuel supply 
and generate more RINs. As the mandates increase, the demand for RINs increases, but the RIN 
supply is tighter because the mandate is higher, meaning fewer companies have excess RINs to sell. 
Prior to the onset of the biendwall, conventional biofuel RINs (D6 category) typically traded at $0.02- 
0.04 until late 2012. Since that time, however. D6 RIN prices increased to as much of $1 ,48 the week 
of July 1 5 as the market anticipates a RIN shortage (see figure 2). At $1 .48 per RIN, an obligated 
party selling to the wholesale or spot market, without controlling the blending facility or retail, faces an 
added $0,148 per gallon to produce gasoline. After a series of House whitepapers and hearings, and 
EPA’s proposal to waive the 2014 volumes due to the biendwall, RIN prices retreated to the $0.18- 
$0.25 range. While significantly less onerous that $1 .40 RINs, current RIN prices are more than 
500% higher than historical trends and remain volatile. RIN price volatility will continue due to 
uncertainty in EPA’s rulemaking process— only Congressional action can reduce this volatility in the 
long term. 
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Figure 2 Corn Ethanol RIN Prices {Source: OPiS)(used with permission) 

Finally, the RFS requires companies to buy RINs for biofuel that may need to be blended into products 
they do not even make. For instance, if the year’s renewable fuel obligation is 10 percent, a company 
that produces 100,000 gallons of gasoline and diesel would incur an obligation to produce 10,000 
RINs divided among the nested RFS categories - regardless of their ratio of fuels produced. Thus, a 
company that produces very little diesel still incurs an obligation to purchase biomass-based diesel 
RINs. 

This leads to the question of what options are available to obligated parties. Obligated parties have 
limited options to remain in compliance with the requirements of the RFS as the blendwall hits. First, 
obligated parties will maximize the amount of E10 sold and for a short period of time, some may be 
able to rely on the limited number of banked RINs generated from over compliance in previous years. 
EIA reported in June that the small amount of RINs that are allowed to be earned over from last year, 
which exist from companies that may have over-complied with the mandate last year, are expected to 
fail significantly in 2014.® While some claim E15 and ESS provide answers to this problem, as 
described below, incompatible infrastructure, vehicles and consumer demand place insumiountable 
restraints on the ability of these fuels to meet challenges of the blendwall - and particularly the short- 
temr challenges obligated parties face. 

C. E85 will not solve the blendwall 

ESS® will not (and cannot) generate sufficient RINs to alleviate the effects of the blendwall — particularly 
in the short term. Due to limited infrastructure, the limited number of flex -fuel vehicles (FFVs) in 
commerce, and lack of interest in the fuel from FFV owners with access to the fuel, ESS will not solve 
the blendwall problem. In particular, the Department of Energy estimates that approximately 2,347 
retail stations (less than 1 .S percent of stations nationwide) carry E8S.’° There are only approximately 
1 1 .5 million FFVs in use today (equal to about S.1 percent of the overall light duty vehicle fleet There 
are only approximately 11.5 million FFVs in use today (equal to about 5.1 percent of the overall light 
duty vehicle fleet). In its 2010 Regulatory Impact Analysis, ERA estimated a very low refueling rate 
(only 4% in 2008) for FFVs with reasonable access to ESS." AFPM is not aware of more recent 
numbers, but sales data continues to show stagnant ESS sales, notwithstanding an increase in the 
number of FFVs on the road. 

According to EIA, based on observations of Brazil’s experience, consumers buy fuels based on energy 
adjusted price, A gallon of gasoline has more energy than a gallon of ethanol. In fact, the average 
ESS blend has 76-percent of the energy content of gasoline, meaning ESS consumers lose 24-percent 
of the fuel mileage,'® ESS has not been price competitive with regular gasoline at any point since the 
inception of the RFS, a major reason for stagnant consumer interest. For example, the AAA Fuel 
Gauge Report, which displays energy-adjusted prices for ESS and other fuels, regularly shows that 
ESS is more expense than regular gasoline.’® Even with the price incentives use more ESS in 2013, 
data for two heartland states using ESS (Minnesota and Iowa) indicate that sales recovered from the 
depressed levels seen in 2012, but only to prior historical levels,”' Although ESS sales have recovered 
from 2012 lows, even with the high RIN prices in 2013 the state did not experience record sales. 


° httD://www.eia.aov/todavinenerav/detail.cfm?id=11551 . 

® ESS contains 51-83 percent ethanol. 

EIA Biofuels Issues and Trends at 29 (Oct. 2012), citing 
http://www.afdc.enerav.gov/fuels/ethanol locations.html . 

" 75 FR 14762 

'® EIA, Biofuels Issues and Trends, at 29 (Oct. 2012). 

'® AAA Fuel Gauge Report available at 

http://fuelqaugereport.aaa.com/?redirectto=http://fuelaauaereDort. ODisnet.com/index.asp 
” http://mn.aov/commerce/enerav/imaoes/E-85-Fuel-Use-Data.pdf . 
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As mentioned in the previous section, the overwhelming majority of gas stations are owned and 
operated by small businesses, not by obligated parties. Installing a pump can cost up to $200,000 per 
station - depending on how extensive an overhaul is required, in order for a small business to make 
such an investment, it needs certainty that the product will sell - certainty that does not exist in the 
case of E85. In June, a National Association of Convenience Stores (NACS) survey found that 75 
percent of retailers do not believe there is sufficient demand for E85 to justify the expense associated 
with installing an E85 pump. 

Monthly ESS Stations md Sales 



Figure 3 ESS Sales in MN (Sources; MN Dept of Commerce) 

The future is not much brighter for E85. The 201 1 CAFE standards began to phase out credits for 
FFV production, creating a disincentive for automakers to continue producing FFVs. Even assuming 
significant increases In the installation rate of flex-fuel pumps (which will still not help obligated parties 
alleviate the blendwal! in 2013 and 2014), E85 is also unlikely to achieve widespread consumer 
acceptance in the long term. In its 2010 regulatory impact analysis, ERA estimated that to meet the 
volumes envision by the RFS, 70 percent of the nation would need access to E85 at one in every four 
pumps they pass, and FFV owners would need to fill up with E85 74 percent of the time in 2022 — a far 
cry from the market realities nationwide and the Minnesota experience.^® 

In the shortterm, EIA projects that £85 sales will reach only 100 million gallons in 2013 - barely 
moving the needle in the 133 billion gallon gasoline market. To meet the 2014 statutory volumes for 
conventional ethanol alone, consumer demand for E85 would need to increase more than 1900 
percent. To meet overall 2014 volumes, consumer demand would need increase 3400 percent. 
Moreover, EIA lowered its long term projections for E85 sales between 2012 and 2013, and now 
projects that E85 demand will remain flat at approximately 0,5 percent of transportation fuel demand 
through 2040. For these reasons, E85 is not a viable solution to the ethanol blendwal!. 

D. El 5 will not solve or delay the blendwall 

In 2011, ERA approved a 50-percent increase in the amount of ethanol (from 10 percent to 15 percent, 
or E15) that may be used in model year 2001 and newer automobiles. However, E15 creates 
significant market and legal concerns among fuel manufacturers, distributors, and retailers, as well as 
small engine manufacturers and automakers, E15 provides a limited and problematic path to RFS 
compliance, but ultimately does not solve the blendwall even as it creates an entirely new set of 
problems for consumers. 

Engine Compatibility. Critically, despite ERA’S assertions that E15 is safe to use In model year 2001 
and newer cars, no automaker will warranty E15 for those cars built before 2012. Although some 
automakers have recently begun certifying new cars for El 5, there are still a significant number of 
legacy vehicles on the road that were not built or certified to use El 5. The disconnect between ERA'S 
assertion about E15’s safety and the automakers concerns stems from the depth and breadth of 


ERA RFS 2 Regulatory Impact Analysis at 291 . 
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testing that EPA and DOE undertook. In particular, in evaluating El 5 for use in 2001 and newer 
vehicles, EPA only tested the emissions control devices (e.g. catalytic converters) of the automobiles, 
but overlooked other critical engine components, such as fuel pumps. Subsequent testing undertaken 
by the Coordinating Research Council (CRC) demonstrates the inadequacy of EPA’s approval 
process. In two studies conducted on engine durability and fuel pumps, CRC found that a substantial 
number of the 29 million 2001 -2007 light duty vehicles (LDVs) on the road today are susceptible to 
system failure and other mechanical damage from E15 - notwithstanding EPA’s approval. It is 
important to note that EPA and DOE were both participants in the CRC testing. There are no other 
non-road or off-road engines (motorcycles, lawnmowers, boats, etc) approved to use El 5. Historically, 
nonroad, heavy duty gasoline vehicles, and motorcycles consumed about 8 percent of gasoline in the 
U.S.'° However, the haphazard way EPA has allowed for the introduction of El 5 into the marketplace 
could lead to significant consumer misfueling of these non- or off-road engines. The fact that El 5 is 
not backward compatible with existing gasoline engines creates a significant potential liability 
throughout the fuel supply chain and represents one of the most significant hurdles to the provision of 
El 5 in the marketplace. 

Infrastructure compatibility. The lack of engine compatibility is exacerbated by the lack of 
infrastructure compatibility. A 2010 study by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) found 
that using El 5 in fuel dispensers already approved for E10 resulted in reduced levels of safety and 
performance. Similarly, in a 201 1 review of challenges with mid-level ethanol blends, the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) identified several challenges with El 5 retail’^: 

First, federal and state regulations governing health and 
environmental concerns must be met before these blends are 
allowed into commerce, and fuel-testing requirements to meet 
these regulations may take 1 year or more to complete. Second, 
according to knowledgeable federal officials and UL 
representatives, federal safety standards do not allow ethanol 
blends over E10 to be dispensed at most retail fueling locations, 
and federally sponsored research has indicated potential problems 
with the compatibility of intermediate ethanol blends with existing 
dispensing equipment. Third, according to EPA and several 
industry representatives, the compatibility of many LIST systems 
with these fuels is uncertain, and retailers will need to replace any 
components that are not compatible if they choose to store 
intermediate blends. Fourth, industry associations representing 
various groups, such as fuel retailers and refiners, are concerned 
that, in selling intermediate ethanol blends, fuel retailers may face 
significant costs and risks, such as upgrading or replacing equipment. 

All equipment used to store and dispense flammable and combustible liquids must be certified by a 
nationally recognized laboratory, such as Undenwriters Laboratories (UL). Significantly, ULwill not 
retroactively certify existing infrastructure to handle El 5 and has not approved significant numbers of 
pump configurations. Moreover, underground storage tanks (USTs) must likewise be certified for 
higher ethanol blends. EPA reports that because USTs have a lifespan approaching 30 years, many 
USTs in commerce are not able to handle E15. As a result, and much like E85, large investments 
must be made by small businesses in order to sell E15. 

Misfueling and Consumer Awareness. A new fuel, like El 5, introduced into commerce without 
sufficient misfueling mitigation measures will likely lead to misfueling and damage consumers' 
engines. Unfortunately for consumers, EPA's only misfueling mitigation requirement is a small 4x4 
label calling “attention" to EIS’s appropriate uses, but does not include requirements for a physical 


EPA RFS2 Regulatory Impact Analysis at 288. 

" Government Accountability Office, Biofuels: Challenges to the Transportation, Sale, and Use of 
Intermediate Ethanol Blends, June 201 1 , available at httD://www.qao.Qov/assets/320/319297.Ddf . 
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barrier to misfueling like those that were present during the switchover from leaded to unleaded 
gasoline. Exacerbating the problem is a general lack of consumer awareness about El 5. In 
December 2012, AAA conducted a survey and found that 95 percent of consumers had not even 
heard of El 5. Based on the results of the survey and the fact that less than 5 percent of cars on the 
road are designed and built to handle E15, AAA recommended against E15's sale and use. In June 
2013, NACS found that when consumers learned about El 5, only 56 percent said they’d be willing to 
buy it if it were the same price as gasoline. 

The combination of engine and retail compatibility issues, inadequate misfueling protection and a lack 
of consumer awareness creates a major disincentive for fuel manufacturers and retailers to sell E15. 
Nearly half of the retailers surveyed by NACS identified potential liability as a concern in selling El 5. 

Other issues. El 5 does not qualify for the one-pound Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) waiver legislated 
for E10. EPA regulates RVP, a measure of gasoline’s volatility, to control hydrocarbon emissions, a 
ground-level ozone precursor. According to EIA, El 5 would not be an environmentally compliant fuel 
in summer months using most current gasoline blendstocks This is a simple, but major, disincentive 
for fuel manufacturers and blenders to produce E15. In some cases terminals would not be able to 
stock another distinct blendstock. DOE has also noted that 90 state laws and regulations limit the sale 
of El 5 and it is not known when they will be revised. Other states, such as California, do not currently 
allow the sale of El 5. 

Finally, it is worth noting that if none of the market, technical or legal barriers existed, nationwide use 
of El 5 would only permit approximately 19 billion gallons of ethanol in the fuel supply — 15 billion 
gallons short of EPA’s estimate of the ethanol needed to fulfill the full RFS, which is nearly equal to the 
entire cellulosic biofuel mandate. In terms of how it operates in engines and infrastructure, ethanol is 
ethanol regardless of feedstock. For those interested in second generation ethanol, however, these 
numbers should cast serious doubts about the RFS’ ability to achieve those goals. 

E. Biomass-based diesel will not solve the problem 

Another pathway for generating additional RINs for RFS compliance is to use more biodiesel, which 
generates 1.5 RINs for each gallon used and which is not currently butting up against the biodiesel 
blendwall (commonly understood to be a maximum of five percent biodiesel that can be blended for 
use in existing diesel engines). Biodiesel comprises a little less than three percent of the diesel 
consumption, but the real challenge facing biodiesel is its feedstock supply, EIA projects that only 

1.32 and 1.21 billion gallons of biodiesel will be produced in 2013 and 2014, respectively. A major 
impediment for biodiesel is cost, as biodiesel derived from soybean oil typically costs more than $1.00 
more to produce than petroleum diesel. Finally, and as explored more fully in section lll(D), in 201 1 
and 2012 the biodiesel industry faced serious instances of RIN fraud (a situation not yet resolved). 
EPA's treatment of obligated parties that purchased fraudulent RINs froze the biodiesel market and 
hurt the growth of the biodiesel industry. 

A related, unanticipated, effect of the RFS is its treatment of diesel. Due to a combination of the RFS 
structure, a modest biomass-diesel supply, and the practical cap on biodiesel that can be blended into 
diesel fuel, for each gallon of diesel a refiner produces, it incurs a "diesel deficit" that requires 
additional ethanol RINs for compliance. Put another way, a refiner’s obligation is determined by the 
total volume of gasoline and diesel produced or imported for domestic consumption. For each gallon 
of diesel fuel added to the fuel supply, an obligated party must produce RINs for each of the nested 
mandates. Because biodiesel can only make up a limited portion of the fuel supply (currently less than 
three percent), and petroleum diesel is only able to use biodiesel as an additive, there is a significant 
shortfall in RINs that must be filled by additional ethanol RINs, In 201 3, each gallon of diesel produces 
a 6.63 percent RIN deficit. While in prior years, surplus conventional ethanol RINs were available to 
make up this difference, the blendwall and associated impact on RIN costs make the diesel deficit 
more costly and increasingly unworkable. In recent weeks, biodiesel and ethanol RINs have been 
trading at roughly the same price. 
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III. 


F. Other Options for Obligated Parties and Resultant Impacts 

After understanding how E15, E85 or greater biodiesel use are not viable pathways for addressing the 
blendwall, it becomes apparent that refiners are left with few options for compliance. If obligated 
parlies are unable to purchase RINs in the open market at an affordable price, the remaining RFS 
compliance options are reducing gasoline and diesel supplied to the U.S. through a combination of 
reduced refinery runs, reduced imports, and Increased exports. For instance, a 10 percent RVO on a 
100,000 gallon refinery means the company needs to turn in 10,000 RINs if the fuel is sold in the U.S. 
If that company cuts back production and exports so that its total domestic supply is only 70,000, the 
company reduced its obligation by 3,000 RINs to 7,000. Due to the respective blendwalls of ethanol 
and biodiesel, a refiner has incentive to cut back on diesel production first. This is most simply 
explained as follows: 100 gallons of diesel blended as 63 (i.e., 97% diesel and 3% biomass-based 
diesel) will generate 4.5 RINs (since a gallon of biomass based diesel is given 1.5 RINs). However, 
too gallons of E10 (90% petroleum blendstock and 10% ethanol) will produce 10 RINs. Adding to the 
diesel hurdle, production of biodiesel in 2013 is unlikely to meet five percent of the U.S. diesel fuel 
market, exacerbating the diesel deficit under the RFS. Therefore a company facing a RIN shortfall will 
reduce its obligation by cutting back first on diesel sold in the U.S. The RIN essentially now acts as a 
permit to sell gasoline and diesel to the U.S. market. 

The macroeconomic implications of this situation are significant. Diesel is the primary fuel used to 
transport a wide variety of goods through truck and rail, as well as a major Input into agricultural 
production. In 201 1 , for example, U.S. farms consumed approximately 2.9 billion gallons of diesel. 
NERA Consulting recently modeled the implications of the blendwall and found that by 2015 
(assuming the statutory requirements are maintained) the blendwall will cause a $770 bilibn decline in 
GDP, a reduction of $2700 in household consumption, a 30 percent increase in the cost of producing 
gasoline, and a 300 percent increase in the cost of producing diesel. 

While NERA’s numbers are staggering, real work) examples from this year already demonstrate the 
arrival and impact of the blendwall. 

1 . In March, the Oil Price Information Service (OPIS) reported that a Florida gasoline 
importer was turning a planned shipment to an offshore buyer in order to avoid incurring 
a RIN obligation. 

2. Monroe Energy, which saved a Philadelphia area refinery in 2012, will spend 
substantially more on RINs this year than it purchased the refinery for last year. 


3. PBF Energy, a large supplier to the east coast market, will increase its ethanol blending 
in 2013, but will still need to purchase approximately half of its RINs. PBF estimates its 
spent $108 million through the first three quarters of 2013. 

4. Valero Energy testified before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee that 
it expects to spend $500 million in increased costs due to RIN volatility in 2013. Valero 
is also the third largest ethanol producer in the United States, with 10 ethanol plants and 
over 1.2 billion gallons of annual production. 

The blendwall is the most immediate and significant concern with the RFS, although it is not the only 
Issue. 


Long-term RFS issues beyond the blendwall 

Two of the major objectives of the RFS were to move towards energy independence with increased 
domestic fuel supply and improve the environment through reduced greenhouse gas emissions. The 
RFS is doing little towards meeting these goals. We are meeting the energy independence through 
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the surprising increase in U.S. and Canadian production of crude oil and natural gas, not anticipated in 
2007, the development of technologies for economic production of more environmentally friendly 
second generation fuels has not occurred, and the promised environmental benefits of conventional 
biofuels have been called into question. We must rethink the nation's energy policies in light of these 
new realities. 

A. Environmental Impacts. 

In light of biofuels’ purported environmental benefits as a central rationale for the RFS, it is important 
to recognize the actual impacts biofuels are having on the environment. It is now clear that, using EPA 
data and peer-reviewed data from the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), the RFS is not only failing 
to achieve its promised environmental benefits, but that it is undermining progress compared to a 
gasoline-only baseline. In particular, EPA's own data shows that the overwhelming majority of ethanol 
produced this year will actually raise greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions compared to gasoline. For the 
typical natural gas fired dry mill plants’®, GHG emissions are increasing by 33 percent over gasoline. 

Moreover, a comprehensive 201 1 study by the NAS found that lifecycle emissions of major air 
pollutants (CO, NOx, PM2.5, SOx, and NH3) are higher for corn and cellulosic ethanol than for 
gasoline. NAS states, in part, “overall production and use of ethanol was projected to result in 
increases in pollutant concentration for ozone and particulate matter [compared to] gasoline on a 
national average, but the local effects could be variable Those projected air-quality effects from 
ethanol fuel would be more damaging to human health than gasoline use." Similarly, EPA reports that 
biodiesel production and use is increasing levels of NOx, PM {10 and 2.5), S02, and NH3 compared to 
petroleum diesel. 

According to EPA’s 2010 Regulatory Impact Analysis, RFS2 will raise ozone levels 0.46 ppb over the 
RFS1 baseline, placing dozens of counties in danger of falling into non-attainment. In addition to the 
air quality and GHG impacts, ethanol requires an enormous amount of water to produce, NAS 
estimates that a gallon of gasoline requires between 1 .4-6.6 gallons of water to produce. By 
comparison, corn ethanol requires 15-2400 gallons and switchgrass cellulosic ethanol requires 2.9- 
1307 gallons. It is clear that the RFS is not only failing to achieve its environmental goals, but is 
actively undermining them. 

B. Inadequate process for dealing with the failed cellulosic biofuel mandate 

"Do a good job cellulosic producers. If you fail, we’ll fine your consumers.” 

- U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit, opining on EPA’s 
management of the cellulosic mandate. API v. EPA, 706 
F.3d 474, 480 (D C. Cir. 2013). 

Cellulosic biofuels — produced from feedstocks such as corn stover, switchgrass and woodchips — are 
a subcategory of the advanced biofuels mandate. The RFS calls for 16 billion gallons of cellulosic 
biofuels in addition to the five billion gallon of non-cellulosic advanced biofuels in 2022. Putting aside 
the fact that there is no room left in the fuel mix for more ethanol. Congress was overly optimistic about 
the cellulosic industry’s ability to meet these mandates. 

Each year, EIA Is required to send a letter to EPA detailing its estimates on cellulosic production for 
the following calendar year. EPA is required to take those estimates and to base its final proposal 
based on ElA’s estimate. In 2010 and 2011, the RFS called for a combined 350 million gallons of 
cellulosic biofuel. Recognizing that the industry would not produce that much, EIA projected a 
combined total of 10.28 million gallons, EPA, in an attempt to provide a greater market for the still 
non-existent fuel, set the final mandates at 12.5 million gallons. Precisely zero gallons were produced. 
In 2012, the cycle repeated itself, as EIA projected 6.9 million gallons and EPA increased the mandate 
to 1 0.45 million ethanol-equivalent gallons In 2012, the U.S. produced a total of 21 ,093 gallons- of 


’® EPA estimates about 80 percent of corn ethanol plants are natural gas fired, and 88 percent are drymill 
facilities. 
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which 20,069 were a demonstration batch shipped to the Rio+20 climate conference and thus 
unavailable for compliance. The company thi produced those gallons recently declared bankruptcy. 

Therefore, in order to stay in compliance with the RFS, obligated parties were forced to purchase 
"waiver credits' from ERA. A January 2013 court decision rescinded the requirement in 2012, but in 
201 0 and 2011, credits totaling about $5 million dollars were purchased. Unfortunately, ERA also 
denied petitions from the industry asking for a retroactive waiver recognizing that the fuel was not 
produced. In its proposed rule implementing the 2014 volumes, ERA proposed refunding the 201 1 
celluiosic biofuel waver credits to obligated parties, which AFRM supports. 

Recognizing the absurdity of the situation, in January 2013 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. 
Circuit vacated the 2012 celluiosic mandate and admonished ERA to base the mandates using more 
realistic projections. Yet less than a week after the Court's decision, ERA doubled down and once 
again proposed raising the mandate, this time to 14 million gallons. Although ERA promulgated a final 
rule further reducing the celluiosic target to 6 million gallons, the celluiosic industry will not meet that 
target either. Through October, a total of only 360 thousand gallons of celluiosic biofuels were 
produced. For the celluiosic target, the annualized volume is only 432 thousand gallons- or 1 1 
percent of the target ERA set in August. 

EIA projects that celluiosic biofuel production will fall significantly below volumes envisioned by the 
RFS— reaching only 0.5 billion gallons by 2022. If the RFS remains in place, however, and if 
breakthroughs in technology and economics of celluiosic ethanol make it commercially feasible, 
requirements for these advanced biofuels will only exacerbate the ethanol blendwall problem. 

C. Unintended consequence of increasing imports and emissions 

As described previously, the mandate for other advanced fuels can only be met with by importing 
sugar-cane based ethanol, mainly from Brazil. At the same time, the U.S. is exporting corn ethanol to 
Brazil. This "fuel shuffling’ between countries increases total GHG emissions due to unnecessary 
transportation that would not occur absent the RFS. In early July 2013, Thompson-Reuters released 
an analysis of U.S. -Brazil ethanol shipments and found that since 2011, one billion gallons of ethanol 
was exchanged between the two countries, producing more than 312,000 tonnes of C02.''® According 
to the ERA, 8 million tree seedlings would need to be grown over the next decade to offset these 
emissions. 

D. Another implementation consequence: biodiesel fraud 

In November 201 1 , February 2012, and April 2012, ERA issued Notices of Violation (NOVs) to 
obligated parties that unknowingly purchased and used invalid RINS sold by ERA registered biodiesel 
producers. The fraud was perpetuated by three companies, which (in total) sold 140 million RINs to 
unsuspecting obligated parties. For context, 140 million RINs equaled approximately 5-12 percent of 
the biodiesel market during 2010 and 2011. These companies were registered by ERA, which required 
registration paperwork such as third-party engineering reports. In addition to fining the victims of the 
fraud (obligated parties), ERA forced those parties to go into the market and purchase replacement 
RiNs — which cost more than $1 .00 each and without obligated parties knowing whether they were 
valid. AFRM estimates that the fines and replacement RINs cost the industry nearly $200 million in 
2012 . 

Although ERA worked with obligated parties, biofuel interests, and others to design a “quality 
assurance program” aimed at preventing future fraud, ERA’S proposal is overly complex and 
expensive — increasing the likelihood that smaller renewable fuel producers will not take advantage of 
the voluntary certification. ERA took comments on the proposed rule, which closed on April 1 8, 201 3, 
but has yet to finalize the QAR program. In the meantime, obligated parties and biodiesel producers 


Ali Morrow and Alex Plough, Ethanol Trade Undermines U.S. Biofuels Policy, Thompson Reuters 
Foundation (July 3, 2013), available at: httD://www.trust.orQ/item/201 30703091 935-47h65/ 


12 



214 


alike face legal and regulatory uncertainty. 

IV. EPA’s Proposed Rule Implementing 2014 Volumetric Targets 

On November 29, EPA released its proposed rule implementing the 2014 renewable blending targets. 
For the first time, EPA proposed a decrease in the mandated volumes of corn ethanol and to use its 
discretionary authority to waive the total advanced and total renewable categories by the amount of 
the cellulosic waiver, 

A. 2014 Proposed Volumes 

Importantly, and despite dire claims to the contrary, compared with current consumption levels EPA 
did not propose massive cuts in any of the buckets. In particular, obligated parties used approximately 
13 billion gallons of ethanol in 2010, 2011 and 2012, will use approximately 13 billion gallons in 2013 
{using banked RINsto meet the rest of the mandate), and so EPA's proposal of 13 billion gallons for 
2014 merely continues status quo consumption. Given this fact, the ethanol industry’s claim that 
EPA’s proposal will somehow shutter ethanol plants and place Jobs at risk rings particularly hollow. At 
the same time and as explained below, however, gasoline consumption is projected to decline yet 
again in 2014, indicating that EPA should reduce the volumes slightly further to avert the blendwall. 

For cellulosic, EPA is actually proposing to more than double the 2013 mandate, despite the fact that 
the cellulosic industry has yet to exceed even 1 million gallons of production or meet its modest targets 
in any given year. For biomass-based diesel, EPA is already more than a year late in promulgating 
volumes for 2014, but maintained the same mandate for biomass based diesel for 2014 and 2015. 

The remaining difference in the numbers is EPA’s decision to use its authority to reduce the total and 
advanced mandates by the amount it waived the cellulosic targets In using this authority, EPA is 
essentially preventing a requirement to import ever increasing amounts of Brazilian sugarcane ethanol 
in order to meet the advanced biofuels mandate and the resulting exacerbation of the E10 blendwall. 
Although biomass-based diesel is also able to fill the non-cellulosic advanced biofuels mandate, it is 
also eligible to fill the total renewable mandate, so there will continue to be a market for higher 
biodiesel volumes than the biomass based diesel requirement alone would indicate. 


B. Impact of the 2014 Volumes on the Blendwall and Need for Congressional Action 

AFPM is pleased that EPA recognized the blendwall, but believes the final rule must go further to avert 
its full impacts. In August 2013, AFPM and the American Petroleum Institute filed a petition on behalf 
of its members seeking a partial waiver of the 2014 RFS. In its petition, AFPM detailed the technical 
and marketplace challenges associated with increasing the volume of biofuel in the fuel supply, and 
requested a waiver that would set the ethanol content in gasoline at an average of 9.7 percent, for a 
total 2014 RFS of 12.9 billion gallons of ethanol and 1 ,9 billion ethanol-equivalent gallons of biomass- 
based diesel. In 2013, available data through August indicate ethanol use is averaging 9.7 percent at 
a time when every incentive has been pushing towards more ethanol use. In particular, a 9.7 percent 
cap would retain a small market for gasoline containing no ethanol required for some applications 
(such as boating, older cars, and some lawn equipment), promote liquidity in the RIN market, and 
account for historical differences between the Energy Infomiation Administration’s (EIA) projections of 
gasoline demand and actual demand. ElA’s data imply that 2012 EO use was about 3.4% of gasoline 
demand and recreational boating alone was about 1.2% of demand. Unfortunately, EPAs proposal 
would place the average ethanol content at approximately 9.8 percent- precariously placing the RIN 
market on a cliffs edge. 

Moreover, it is critical that Congress recognize the EPA proposal is not final, and — if finalized — is only 
valid for 2014. EPA would need to reassert its waiver authority each year, throwing the entire fuel 
market into disarray due to the uncertainty of the regulatory climate and near certainty of legal 
challenges. Nor does a year-to-year, lawsuit-to-lawsuit fuels policy allow for rational planning and 
investment choices, land use decisions, or stability in commodity markets that has helped bring such a 
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diverse set of interests together seeking reformation or repeal of the RFS. 

For these reasons, Congress must act to bring long term stability and certainty back to the fuels 
markets by repealing or significantly restructuring the RFS. 

V. Conclusion 

Congress often sunsets legislation so that it may periodically reexamine laws to ensure they are 
meeting their intended goals and having their intended consequences. Unfortunately, there is no such 
mechanism in the RFS, which makes this hearing — and ultimately legislation— all the more critical. In 
2007, the energy landscape was markedly different than it is today and policymakers did not have the 
wealth of information now available demonstrating the unintended consequences of biofuel mandates. 
Just as the European Union recently decided to roll back its biofuel mandates in response to concerns 
about the environmental and agricultural impacts, the U S. Congress should look at the facts and take 
action to stem the consequences of this law before they grow worse. In addition to the technological 
innovations in oil and gas production leading to an energy renaissance in the U.S., we now know that 
the RFS is raising f(X)d and fuel costs, increasing GFIG emissions, reversing advancements in air and 
water quality, and increasing the likelihood of engine damage. While the law is flawed at its core, its 
implementation has demonstrated the extent of the mandate’s unworkability. 

AFPM believes a two-step process is needed to alleviate the problems. Although it should go further, 
EPA is undertaking the first step to reduce the 2014 mandates using its discretionary waiver authority. 
This authority is merely a band-aid, however, as EPA’s authority extends only a year at a time. 
Ultimately, Congress needs to take action to begin rolling back this unworkable and anti-consumer 
mandate - and soon. 

Thank you again for holding this critical hearing. AFPM appreciates the opportunity to share its views. 
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United States Senate 

Environment and Public Works Committee 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable David Vitter 
Ranking Member 
United States Senate 

Environment and Public Works Committee 
456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter, 

The American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers (AFPM) appreciates the opportunity to 
provide its views in response to questions after the Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee’s December 1 1, 2013 Hearing regarding the Renewable Fuel Standard. The 
following is AFPM’s response to Committee members’ questions for the record. 


Question from Senator Carper 

I. Many small and mid-range refineries do not have the capabilities to blend and must 
buy many or of their RINs on the market. As a result, high and volatile RIN prices 
have had a large impact on these refineries. As the RFS continues, what can be 
done - besides removing the RFS - to assist these smaller refineries? 

In 2013 the United States reached the ElO blendwall, which is the maximum amount of 
ethanol the nation can consume safely and efficiently utilizing existing infrastructure, 
automobiles, and other non-road engines (such as motorcycles, boats, and lawnmowers). 
As the mandates required more ethanol than the United States could safely consume, the 
market for compliance credits, or Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs) became 
tighter, driving both prices and volatility. This volatility affects all refiners. While some 
refiners may currently blend much of their own gasoline for resale, and thus obtain RINs 
with their purchased ethanol for blending, some merchant refiners do not blend any of 
their ow'n finished gasoline, which means they must purchase RINs. Also, some large 
refiners may not own sufficient blending capacity to generate enough RINs to satisfy 100 
percent of their annual obligation. 


Moreover, RINs in effect operate like permits to sell specific quantities of gasoline and 
diesel for U.S. consumption. The number of RINs available for compliance depends on 
the consumption of renewable fuels in U.S. transportation fuels. Therefore, as the 
Renewable Fuel Standards (RFS) mandates exceed the ability of the underlying fuel 
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supply and vehicle and infrastructure compatibility to accommodate additional amounts 
of renewable fuels, there will be a shortage of RlNs for compliance, independent 
analysis shows that the shortage of available credits provides a disincentive to produce a 
marginal gallon of diesel or gasoline and eventually limits supplies of gasoline and diesel 
for U.S. consumption. The economic impact of the blendwall is one of many examples of 
RFS’ flaws. RFS implementation has demonstrated the extent of the mandate’s 
unworkability and underscores the urgent need for Congressional action. 

First and foremost, as Congress considers a comprehensive solution to the problems 
posed by the RFS, the only way to reduce current RIN price volatility is to address the 
challenges created by the blendwall. In general, consumer choice in a free market, and 
not Congress, should drive fuel mixtures and vehicle types. At a minimum, however. 
Congress should not mandate the use of fuels that cannot be safely and efficiently 
integrated into available infrastructure and engine fleets. The result is that obligated 
parties face no options for compliance and consumers are negatively impacted, as 
AFPM’s written testimony explained in great detail. Beyond the blendwall and RIN 
market, there are a myriad of other issues that Congress needs to address in a 
comprehensive reform package. 

Second, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) must issue final rules on time. The 
RFS requires EPA to finalize the annual final rule with regulatory obligations by 
November 30 of the previous year. This deadline is firm and non-discretionary. For 
2013, the final rule was not released until August 2013, but was retroactive to January 1, 
2013. EPA is already nearly four months late with the 20 1 4 rule. An on-time final rule is 
necessary for all obligated parties to complete planning before the compliance period 
begins. The uncertainty created by EPA’s late rulemaking is one factor in RIN price 
volatility. 

Questions from Senator Gillibrand 

1. I understand that many different feedstocks can be converted to different finished 
fuels including synthetic diesel fuel and synthetic gasoline. What arc the dominant 
production pathways for advanced biofuels and how much of the projected 
advanced biofuel capacity will be “drop-in” fuels that can be mixed with 
conventional hydrocarbons? Are there any issues with “drop-in” fuels? 

in 2013, biomass-based die.sel filled approximately 80 percent of the advanced biofuels 
mandate. The majority of biomass-based diesel is produced from soybean oil, which is 
also widely used in food preparation. Imported ethanol, primarily from Brazilian 
sugarcane, filled approximately 80 percent of the remaining advanced biofuels mandate. 
Approximately 100 million gallons of other advanced fuels, such as co-processed 
biodiesel and advanced (but non-cellulosic) ethanol, was produced domestically in 2013. 
For context, U.S. gasoline demand was approximately 132 billion gallons in 2013 and 
diesel demand was more than 50 billion gallons. 
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In the cellulosic category, the United States produced less than half a million gallons of 
cellulosic biofuel in 2013, The majority of this production was from KiOR, which 
operates a facility that produces cellulosic gasoline and diesel from woody biomass. 
KiOR recently announced that it would not produce any fuel during the first quarter of 
2014, and in its March 17, 2014 lOK filing with the SEC announced it had “substantial 
doubts about our ability to continue as a going concern.” KiOR is the only domestic 
producer of drop-in fuels (other than biodiesel and renew'able diesel) to date that AFPM 
is aware of in the RF-S program. 

In its 2013 Annual Energy Outlook, the Energy Information Administration (EFA) 
estimated that less than half a billion wet gallons of cellulosic drop-in fuel would be 
produced by 2030, and less than 4 billion gallons of total advanced and cellulosic 
biofuels would be available for compliance, including imports and biomass-based diesel. 
A recent analysis of existing and planned advanced and cellulosic biofuels capacity 
(excluding biomass-based diesel) indicates these projections may still be high. Taken at 
face value, however, there may be 1.7 billion gallons of advanced drop-ins and cellulosic 
biofuel available worldwide , excluding biomass based diesel and Brazilian sugarcane 
ethanol. Whether these fuels are actually produced and available for RFS compliance, 
however, is a different story. These are rough estimates of current and planned capacity 
for cellulosic and advanced alcohol fuels and drop-ins: 

1 . Alcohol Fuels (e.g., cellulosic ethanol and butonal): Approximately 0.7 billion 
gallons of capacity for cellulosic and advanced ethanol is planned worldwide in 
the next several years. Current claimed capacity for advanced and cellulosic 
ethanol, however, is only 50 million gallons worldwide with only a small portion 
in the United State.s. 

2. Drop-In Fuels: Approximately I billion gallons of planned capacity worldwide, 
75 percent of which is outside the United States. With KiOR’s recent 
announcement and other idled plants, existing domestic capacity is virtually non- 
existent. 

Ft bears repeating that these projections are for worldw'ide production, not just U.S., so 
the impact on RFS compliance is uncertain at best. Finally, biomass-based diesel also 
comes w'ith its own challenges, in particular, it has lower energy content than petroleum 
diesel, and it is significantly more expensive to produce than petroleum diesel. In the 
summer of 2010, Massachusetts suspended its biofuel content mandate for diesel and 
heating fuel because it is not feasible on the basis of unreasonable cost.' New Mexico 
has announced many temporary suspensions of its biodiesel mandate (April 13, 2012; 
October 16, 2012; May 1, 2013: and October 29, 2013^). Finally, EPA has uncovered 


^ http://www.niass.gov/eea/docs/doei7renevvables/biofuels-mandate-announcement-iun302010.Ddf 
■’ http://wvvvv.ninda.ninsu.edu/wn-contenl/uploads.'20l3/IO/TeinD-Suspen-sion-of-Biodiesel-Mandate-IQ- 


29-l3.pdf 
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170 million fraudulent RINs in the biofuels industry, all of which have been biodiesel 
RlNs. 

2, The advanced biofuel industry has been confronted with several challenges since the 
initial output expectations set with the Renewable Fuel Standard in 2007. To what 
extent has the advanced biofuel industry surmounted the original difficulties of 
access to capital and slow commercialization? How do the potential hurdles of the 
blend wall and soft domestic energy market represent new constraints? What are 
your preferences for the type of federal assistance that could provide the most 
expedient and useful tools for rapid acceleration of advanced biofuel production and 
use? 

The advanced biofuels industry has grown in two areas but has lagged well behind 
Congressional targets in others. First, despite being produced primarily from food crops, 
biodiesel is classified as an advanced biofuel, and its market grew from 304 million 
gallons of consumption in 2008 to approximately 1.3 billion in 2013. The other growth 
industry is sugarcane ethanol, also an advanced biofuel, from Brazil. The U.S, market for 
imported Brazilian ethanol in 2013 was approximately 500-600 million gallons annually. 

As explained in the answer to Sen. Gillibrand’s first question, growth in other advanced 
domestic biofuels and cellulosic biofuel have been virtually non-existent, However, to 
the extent that cellulosic and advanced ethanols arc commercialized, they face the same 
blendwall challenges as corn-based ethanol. In other words, second generation ethanol 
will compete with corn ethanol and sugarcane ethanol under the same technical and 
market constraints that exist today. 

AFPM does not oppose the use of biofuels, and many of our members are some of the 
largest producers of biofuels and investors in biofuel interests. However, AFPM believes 
consumer choice should guide the fuel markets, not federal mandates. 

Questions from Senator Vitter 

1. Assuming EPA’s waiver methodology is in place annually, if you had your choice 
bettveen status quo or making reforms to the program, which would you choose? 

AFPM is encouraged that EPA recognized the existence of the blendwall. However, 

EPA did not provide a large enough waiver to avert the impacts of the blendwall, and the 
Agency’s methodology leaves serious questions about how it will be implemented in the 
future. Specifically, the methodology would still require an annual determination by 
EPA on how much of biofuels can “reasonably be consumed," suggesting an annual 
debate on required biofuel volumes. EPA's tardiness in finalizing the rule and senior 
personnel’s comments about potential revision is creating tremendous uncertainty for fuel 
producers. Furthermore, although the blendwall is a significant challenge, it is not the 
only problem with the program. Refiners are still faced with an obligation to buy credits 
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for fuels that do not exist, uncertainty in the biodiesel market due to ongoing RIN fraud, 
and multiple program implementation issues that need to be addressed, including 
establishing annual requirements on time. EPA's proposal to waive the statutory 
mandates in 2014 is a welcome and needed short-term solution, but it is clear 
Congressional action is needed to address the full spectrum of issues with the RFS. 

2. In your testimony you suggest capping ethanol content in gasoline at 9.7%, but it 
has been said that engines and associated systems are generally able to 
accommodate up to 10%, or ElO. Why is 9.7% your suggested cap? 

AFPM petitioned EPA for a waiver to an average ethanol content in gasoline of 9.7 
percent for several reasons. First, there is a need for pure gasoline without ethanol in 
some applications, notably older cars, boats, and other non-road equipment, as well as 
state laws requiring industry to provide EO to some marketers. Second, a 9.7 percent 
average would retain some liquidity in the RIN market and curtail some of the volatility 
the industry experienced in 2013. Finally, ElA has historically been slightly inaccurate in 
its ga.soline demand forecast for the following year. A 9.7 percent target would ensure 
flexibility if gasoline demand were to fall below ElA projections. 

3. Docs EPA’s proposed 2014 RVO reduce the corn ethanol target? Docs it reduce the 
cellulosic target? 

In 2013, the RFS implied a conventional mandate being met by corn-based ethanol of 
13.8 billion gallons; however, a significant portion of the mandate was met using banked 
RlNs from previous years. In fact, ElA reports that ethanol consumption in the United 
States has remained steady at about 13 billion gallons for the last four years. ^ EPA’s 
proposal for 2014 implies 13.01 billion gallons for conventional biofuels (primarily corn 
ethanol) and 280 million gallons for advanced biofuels beyond the proposal for biomass- 
based diesel (an opportunity for sugarcane ethanol). Therefore, if EPA’s proposal holds, 
ethanol consumption in 2014 could remain very similar to the last four years. 

EPA’s proposal waives the cellulosic target from the statutory volume, but increases it 
from the 2013 mandate. The statutory target for cellulosic biofuel was I billion gallons 
in 2013 and 1 .75 billion gallons in 2014. Due to the lack of production, EPA finalized a 
6 million gallon target in 2013, of which less than I million gallons was actually 
produced. Despite the missed 2013 target. EPA proposed raising the volume to 1 7 
million gallons for 2014. AFPM has significant concerns that this number w'ill be missed 
again and obligated parties will be required to stay in compliance by writing checks for 
fuels that do not exist. 


li!tp:/Avww.eia.gov/totaicnergv.4iata''niontii[\7ndf/secl() 7.ndf 
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4. What is the biggest impact of the proposed 2014 RVO? 

EPA’s proposed 2014 Renewable Volume Obligation (RVO) recognizes the onset of the 
ElO blendwall and the challenges in advanced and cellulosic categories. The proposed 
rule, however, is only a short-term solution to a piece of the problem and has not yet been 
finalized. Congress must provide long-term certainty and address the multiple problems 
with the RFS. 

5. General Clark on behalf of Growth Energy as well as Mr. Coleman on behalf of the 
Advanced Ethanol Coalition suggest that refiners use franchise agreements or 
contracts to prohibit or block higher ethanol blends? Is that accurate? 

As a general matter, franchisees are free to sell higher ethanol blends. Nothing in the 
typical franchise agreement or anywhere else prohibits them from doing so. A franchi.see 
merely needs to make the necessary investment in equipment and infrastructure to sell the 
higher ethanol blends, and they are free to make these decisions based on their own 
competitive decisions and the demands of the marketplace. 

In fact, a series of laws exist that protect the ability of franchisees to make the decision to 
sell renewable fuels, including the Gasohol Consumption Act (GCA) and the Petroleum 
Marketing Practices Act (PM PA). The PMPA in particular protects both franchisees and 
franchisors by ensuring that franchisors have two grades of gasoline being sold while 
barring a franchise agreement that prevents franchisees from carrying higher ethanol 
blends as a third grade of fuel, thus ensuring a franchisee’s ability to make the 
investments needed to store and sell higher ethanol blends. 

In addition, according to the Government Accountability Office (GAO), more than half 
of stations nationwide are unbrandcd stations, not franchises. These stations are free to 
sell E85 or El 5, but have chosen not to carry these fuels because of a lack of consumer 
demand and fear of potential liability. In general, franchisees get the benefit of a steady 
fuel supply at a contracted price, marketing assistance, and the ability to use a refiner’s 
trusted brand to help sell fuel. Typically, in return, franchisees must sell at least two 
grades of the refiner’s product. However, franchisees are free to sell E85 or El 5 (and to 
install the necessary equipment to do so) if they meet their contractual obligations to sell 
the franchisor's products. Put another way, franchisees are getting the benefit of a 
contractual bargain between two private parties- the definition of a free market. Those 
franchisees are free to sell unbranded fuel if the contract is not in their best interest, as 
about half the nation’s fuel retail stations already do. 
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6. Is it accurate for ethanol advocates to state that ethanol is saving the American 
consumer money? 

A gallon of gasoline contains 50 percent more energy than a gallon of ethanol. 

According to EIA, on an energy-adjusted basis, ethanol is more expensive than gasoline - 
meaning it costs consumers more to travel the same distance. The AAA Fuel Gauge 
Report tracks an energy-adjusted price comparison for E85 vs. regular gasoline, and E85 
is virtually always more expensive.'* 

7. Can you explain retail ownership, in other words who owns the majority of retail 
gasoline and diesel stations? How much of the retail market is franchised? How 
much is operated by refiners? Does the makeup of the retail ownership impact RIN 
trading? 

According to the GAO, approximately half of the 156,000 retail stations are unbranded, 
and more than 95 percent are independently owned. This means that obligated parties 
own less than 5 percent of retail and do not control decisions, including pricing and 
equipment investment, at the retail level. The RFS places compliance obligations on 
refineries that do not control point of sale decisions or consumer choice. This is a 
significant flaw in the program and undoubtedly adds to RIN volatility and winners and 
losers in the fuels market. 

8. What has changed in the energy markets since enactment of the RFS2 in 2007? 

Does that impact the need for the RFS2? 

The U.S. energy market has changed profoundly since 2007. In particular, significant 
increases in domestic crude production have reduced U.S. reliance on imported oil from 
60 percent of demand to less than 40 percent.^ This trend is projected to continue, 
benefiting U.S, energy security and national security. At the same time, U.S. demand for 
gasoline is declining. The EIA now projects gasoline demand will be 14 percent lower in 
2014 than it projected in 2007. The difference will widen in the coming years as EIA’s 
current annual energy outlook shows gasoline demand will be 28 percent lower in 2022 
than it projected in 2007.^ Declining gasoline demand and rising biofuel mandates have 
exacerbated the onset of the El 0 bicndwall. 

Finally, the United States did not fully anticipate its reliance on imports for meeting the 
advanced biofuels mandate. As de.scribed in our answers to Sen. Gillibrand, sugarcane 
ethanol from Brazil accounted for approximately 80 percent of the non-biomass-based 
diesel portion of the advanced biofuels mandate in 2013. Since this is not a domestic 


http://fuelgaugerepoit.aaa.cuni 
^ Petroleum net imports as a percent of product supplied; 
littp://'vww.eia.gov/totalencrgv/data/moiithl\7Ddr/sec3 7.pdf 
Energy information Administration, 2014 Annual Energy Outlook early estimate 
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industry, it does not represent a supply of domestic biofuels and likely crowds out new 
domestic advanced biofuels that may not be as cost competitive. 

Questions from Senator Barrasso 

1. Would you elaborate on why it is necessary' for EPA to reduce the total volume of 
renewable fuels under the RFS? 

First, notwithstanding more than five years of mandates, the amount of cellulosic 
produced has never exceeded 1 million gallons, A 1.75 billion gallon mandate in 2014 is 
technologically impossible to meet. If EPA does not reduce the advanced biofuels 
mandate and the overall mandate when it reduces the cellulosic mandate, the difference 
will be filled with (primarily) biodiesel and imported sugarcane ethanol. In 2014, even if 
it were the intent of the RFS to allow this backfill, there is not enough biodiesel or 
sugarcane ethanol to meet those targets. Second, the blendwall constrains the amount of 
ethanol that can be consumed in 2014 to about 13 billion gallons. A reduction in the 
advanced category prevents the need to import sugarcane ethanol for compliance, and 
further reductions are necessary to ensure U.S. consumers do not face the significant 
adverse impacts of the blendwall. 

2. Is it correct that your organization would like EPA to make further reductions in its 
final rule? 

AFPM petitioned for a lower 20 1 4 R VO than EPA proposed. The primary driver for an 
overall volume of 14,8 was to set the average ethanol content in gasoline at 9.7 percent of 
projected gasoline demand. As we described in our answer to Sen. Vitter’s second 
question, AFPM petitioned EPA for the 9.7 percent target for several reasons. First, there 
is a market for pure gasoline in some applications - notably older cars, boat, and other 
non-road equipment - as well as state laws requiring industry to provide EO to some 
marketers. Second, a 9.7 percent average would retain some liquidity in the RIN market 
and curtail some of the volatility the industry experienced in 2013, Finally, El A has 
historically missed its gasoline demand forecast for the following year. A 9.7 percent 
target would ensure flexibility if gasoline demand were to fall below ElA projections. 

The table (units are billions of gallons) below shows a comparison of EPA’s proposal and 
AFPM’s request for 2014: 


EPA’s proposal AFPM 

Total renewable fuels 15.21 14.8 

Advanced biofuels 2.20 1.92 

Biomass-based diesel 1.28 1.28 

Cellulosic biofuel 0,017 very small 


This shows agreement on the volume for biomass-based diesel.^ 


’ 1 .28 bg actual, or 1 .92 ethanol-equivalent bg 
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3. Would you explain why EPA’s rule is, at best, a temporary solution and why 
Congress still needs to repeal the RES in its entirety? 

EPA’s proposal, even if adopted in its current form, only begins to address one aspect of 
this fundamentally flawed program. Numerous issues remain, including implementation 
issues, ongoing RIN fraud in the biodiesel sector, and continuing requirements for 
obligated to pay for fuels that are not commercially available. In addition, serious 
questions remain about the RFS’ impact on other stakeholders, including food and animal 
agriculture producers, engine manufacturers, restaurateurs, and ultimately consumers. 

It is clear that the RFS has not achieved its intended goals and is leading to a host of 
unintended consequences. The U.S. energy outlook has also fundamentally changed, 
making the RFS both obsolete and a hindrance to more efficient and affordable fuels. For 
these reasons. Congress should repeal the RFS. 

AFPM appreciates the opportunity to address these questions and to provide its views. Please 
contact me with any further questions. 


Sincerely, 



Charles T. Drevna 
President, AFPM 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, sir. 

I wanted to mention for the benefit of everyone watching that 
our first two witnesses were majority witnesses. Our last witness 
is a minority witness. Our next witness is a bipartisan witness, and 
that is Mr. Jon Holzfaster, owner and operator of a farm. And we 
welcome you. 

STATEMENT OF JON HOLZFASTER, OWNER AND OPERATOR, 
HOLZFASTER FARM 

Mr. Holzfaster. Thank you. Chairman Boxer, Ranking Mem- 
bers Vitter and Sessions, thank you for the opportunity to testify 
about our Nation’s domestic renewable fuels. Senator Fischer, 
thank you for your earlier introduction. Go Huskers. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Holzfaster. My name is Jon Holzfaster. I have been farm- 
ing for 27 years in Southwest Nebraska. I run a cattle feeding op- 
eration and use ethanol blends on 30 percent on my farm. I grow 
corn, soy beans, popcorn, wheat, and alfalfa. I serve on NCGA’s 
Corn Board and Chair their NASCAR Advisory Committee. I pre- 
viously served as their liaison to the National Cattlemen’s Beef As- 
sociation. 

NCGA was founded in 1957 and represents 40,000 dues-paying 
corn growers. Corn is important globally as food, feed and fuel. It 
is possibly the most versatile crop in the world, and demand is at 
an all-time high. The RFS is a critical piece of our Nation’s energy 
policy. In 2012, the RFS supported more than 300,000 jobs, dis- 
placed over 450 million barrels of imported oil, lowered gas prices 
at the pump by nearly $1, all while improving the environmental 
footprint of our Nation’s transportation fuels. 

I am proud to say that farmers work hard to be good stewards 
of the land and environment. Corn farmers have responded to de- 
mand by producing more corn on approximately the same amount 
of land. In the last 30 years, corn production has improved in all 
measures of resource efficiency, land use, soil erosion, water use, 
energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Corn ethanol is one of the most successful components of our Na- 
tion’s renewable energy policy. Despite this, several environmental 
groups choose to ignore scientific evidence and side with the oil and 
gas industry instead of embracing a renewable energy resource 
grown here at home. 

With the emergence of the ethanol industry, U.S. farmers have 
responded to demand by growing significant larger corn crops while 
using significantly fewer inputs. Of this increased crop, 40 percent 
was used for livestock feed and 31 percent for ethanol production. 

During the ethanol production process, two other co-products are 
made, corn oil, which is used for biodiesel production, and dried 
distiller’s grains. According to the U.N. Food and Agricultural Or- 
ganization, DDGs have become the most popular feed ingredient 
used in beef, dairy, swine and poultry diets. I feed locally produced 
DDGs to my cattle in my feed yard. If I did not have access to this 
product, I would seriously consider eliminating cattle feeding from 
my operation. 

We have heard criticism that the production of ethanol has 
forced land out of the Conservation Reserve Program. However, 
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this is not true. General GRP sign-up acreage has decreased, but 
continuous sign-ups have increased and still target the most envi- 
ronmentally sensitive land. The land that is considered environ- 
mentally sound is returned to production. 

There are over 20 ethanol plants operating in Nebraska. This 
gives me multiple competitive options for marketing my grain, op- 
tions that exist because of the commitment that Congress made es- 
tablishing the RFS. Before these ethanol plants were built, a high 
percentage of the corn in our area was exported. Now virtually 
every bushel is transformed into fuel and feed locally. That value 
is captured and multiplied throughout our communities, generating 
economic vitality and tax revenue. 

Decisions affecting next year’s crop have already been made. In 
the past, the RFS has provided some certainty that there would be 
a viable commodity market. But EPA’s proposed rule eliminates 
this certainty. Based on USDA commodity costs and returns, cur- 
rent market prices fall below the price of production. This recent 
decline in the price of corn is the largest drop in prices in six dec- 
ades. Combined with increased input costs and lower crop prices, 
it would no longer be viable for farmers to provide the resources 
as they do. 

NCGA appreciates this Committee’s and Subcommittee’s work to 
understand our perspective and we strongly believe the RFS is 
doing exactly what it is intended to do. 

I look forward to hearing testimony and answering questions. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Holzfaster follows:] 
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December 11, 2013 


Chairwoman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter, Chairman Carper and Ranking Member Sessions, 
thank you for the opportunity to testify about the impacts of the Renewable Fuel Standard on our 
nation’s domestic renewable fuels. 

My name is Jon Holzfaster and 1 have been farming for 27 years in Perkins County, Nebraska. 
Not only do I run a cattle finishing operation, but also farm com, soybeans, popcorn, wheat and 
alfalfa. I currently serve on the Com Board for the National Com Growers Association and chair 
the NASCAR Advisory Committee, 1 have previously served as the Com Board’s liaison to the 
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association and was a member of NCQA’s Ethanol Committee for 
nine years. NCGA was founded in 1957 and represents over 40,000 dues-paying com growers. 
NCOA and its affiliated state associations work together to help protect and advance com 
growers’ interests. Com is important globally, as a food ingredient, an animal feedstock, a fuel, 
and beyond. It is possibly the most versatile crop in the world and demand is at an all-time high. 

The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) is a critical piece of our nation’s energy policy. Since its 
enactment in 2005, it has accomplished what it was designed to do, namely, it has created jobs, 
lessened our dependence on foreign oil and thereby increased national security and improved the 
environmental footprint of our nation’s transportation fuels. In 2012 alone, the RFS supported 
more than 300,000 Jobs across the country, displaced the equivalent of 465 million barrels of 
imported oil, and lowered the price consumers paid at the pump by nearly a dollar per gallon. It 
also spurs innovation and helps drive the development of advanced and cellulosic biofuel 
facilities. In short, it is doing exactly what it was designed to do - spur the development of a 
significant alternative to petroleum that ignites economic development for those who produce 
these new fuels and for those who use it. 
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Due to increasing yields in agricultural production, fanners have avoided clearing additional 
acres of land that would have been required to produce the same amount of food. In the last 30 
years, com production has improved on all measures of resource efficiency, by decreasing per 
bushel: land use by 30 percent, soil erosion by 67 percent, irrigation by 53 percent, energy use by 
43 percent and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 36 percent.' All of these improvements have 
continued despite the increased demand of com for ethanol. 

This testimony will provide an overview of the manner in which the Renewable Fuel Standard 
has positively impacted the domestic renewable fuel supply and the agriculture sector by 
reducing greenhouse gases, creating jobs and promoting rural development, and allowing our 
nation to grow our energy at home, 

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 

Between 1900 and 2012, the world’s population grew from 1.6 billion to more than 7 billion. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations estimates that the world’s 
population will increase to 9 billion by 2050. With the increased demand for conventional 
agriculture, it is more important than ever to produce crops today while looking towards the 
future health of the planet. Com farmers work hard to be good stewards of the land and 
environment while producing crops that will be used for animal feed, fuel, food and hundreds of 
other applications. Farmers know first-hand that they must embrace and seek practices that will 
sustain the soil and climate to produce the crops of the future. 

Fortunately, U.S. agriculture has made incredible technological advances. In 1960, the average 
U.S. farmer fed 26 people; today, due to these advances, the number has increased to 155 people. 
In fact, in the last 30 years, com production has improved on all measures of resource efficiency. 
Crops have doubled between 1980 and 2009 by only planting ju.st 3 percent more acres. All of 
these improvements have continued w'hile the ethanol industry has increased com demand. 

With increasing yields in agricultural production, farmers have avoided clearing additional acres 
of land that would have been required to produce the same amount of food. The impact of the 
higher yields has curbed greenhouse gases equal to a third of the total emissions since the dawn 
of the Industrial Revolution in 1850. No other industry can claim to have done more. A 2010 
study^ from Stanford University found that advances in high-yield agriculture have prevented 
massive amounts of GHG from entering the atmosphere, the equivalent of 590 billion metric tons 
of carbon dioxide (CO 2 ). In fact, the study concludes that “improvements of crop yields should 
therefore be prominent among a portfolio of strategies to reduce global greenhouse gas 
emissions.” 

Not only have significant advancements been made in agriculture but also in com ethanol 
production. According to a recent report issued by the Global Renewable Fuels Association, 
ethanol production and use was estimated at reducing GHG emissions by 1 00 million metric tons 
in 2012 alone, equivalent to removing 20.2 million light duty vehicles from the highways. 


' “Environmental and Socioeconomic Indicators for Measuring Outcomes of On-Farm Agricultural Production in 
the United States” Field to Market: The Keystone Alliance for Sustainable Agriculture, July 2012. 

^ http://news.stanford.edu/news/2010/june/agriculture-global-watming-06l410.html 
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While a definite reduction in GHG emissions is clear, the reduction is underestimated for 
multiple reasons. First, com yield improvements have increased at a rate of 2.1 percent per year 
for the last 35 years (including the drought from 2012) - a huge gain reflected in several 
contributing categories. This increase in yield deereases the amount of land needed to grow com. 
In addition, fertilizer use, especially nitrogen, has deereased per unit of grain produced. Fertilizer 
production and usage are the most intensive GHG emission contributors to farming; the amount 
of fertilizer needed to produce the same amount of grain has decreased in the last 30 years and, 
thus, so has the GHG intensity of U.S. farming. Furthermore as yields increase, farmers are able 
to harvest a portion of the com stalks/cobs, known as stover, normally left in the field. Stover can 
be used as animal feed or as a cellulose feedstock for ethanol production. 

Second, the EPA underestimated the rate of improvement in com ethanol process technologies. 
As shown in Table 1, the values EPA estimated in 2008 for ethanol production in 2012 were 
significantly lower than recently measured. 


Table 1: Comparison of fuel productio n for ethanol, EPA estimated vs. actual 


Energy or GHG emissions 

EPA value 

(estimated in 2008 for 2012) 

Actual value 
(determined in 2012)^ 

Natural Gas, BTU/gal 

33,032 

23,862 

Electricity, kWh/gal 

0.780 

0,750 


Additionally, when the renewable fuel standard was developed, com ethanol plants made two 
products, ethanol and distillers dried grains (DDGs). DDGs are a valuable high protein product 
which is used to feed livestock. Today, most ethanol plants also produce com oil, which is used 
to produce biodiesel or fed to the livestock industry. Although the EPA anticipated the 
development of a com oil industry, it dramatically underestimated the speed of technology 
adoption. This underestimation results in higher calculated energy requirements for processing 
the DDGs. 

Third, baseline emissions determined for petroleum-derived fuels did not take into consideration 
real-world scenarios thereby underestimating their emissions. Increasing amounts of U.S. 
petroleum feedstock derived from tar sands, and sour, heavy crudes have significantly higher 
GHG emissions than conventional hydrocarbons. The old baseline is no longer appropriate since 
petroleum feedstock are becoming more energy and GHG emission intensive. 

Fourth, current indirect GHGs are overestimated for biofuels while the indirect GFIG for 
petroleum fuels are simply omitted. Thus, the actual improvements being made far exceed the 
estimated numbers. Today, EPA considers the total GHG emission value of gasoline from 
petroleum as 91.54 g CO 2 /MJ of fuel (baseline 2005 value) vs. 77.56 g CO 2 /MJ of ethanol from 
corn (calculated for 2022). When all of these optimizations are taken into consideration further 
improvements in GHG savings would be more evident. In fact, a case can be made to 
demonstrate that com starch ethanol today produces nearly 50 percent less GHG emissions than 
petroleum, as shown in Table 2. This represents tremendous advancements in agriculture and 
com starch to ethanol production technologies. 


’ Mueller, S. et al. (2013). 2012 Com ethanol; emerging plant energy and environmental technologie.s, available: 
http://www.erc.uic.edii/PDF/mueUer/2012_com_efhanol draft4_l0_20l3.pdf 
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Table 2. Comparison of GHG emissions for petroleum and corn ethanol 



Petroleum 

Corn Ethanol 

Corn Ethanol 
(including optimizations)^’'* 

Direct GHG 
g CO 2 /MJ 

91.54 

41.39 

46.4 

Indirect GHG 
g CO 2 /MJ 

0* 

30.17 

2.14 

Total 

g CO 2 /MJ 

91.54 

77.56 

48.58 


*Note that petroleum has no indirect GHG accounting. 


Fifth, during the process of indirect land use change (ILUC) calculations, the sum of the land use 
change attributed to each of three primary feedstock investigated (com, soybeans, and sugarcane) 
is much higher than the land use change determined and utilized when all three feedstocks are 
modeled together. ’ This inconsistency results in a dramatic overestimation of the value for the 
ILUC emission factor and determining the GHG emissions that biofuels have provided. Despite 
recent improvements and refinements of the models, large uncertainties and shortcomings still 
exist. Thus, serious inaccuracies have resulted in final number calculations and are reflected in a 
less than optimal value for biofuel. 

In the five years since Energy and Independence and Security Act (EISA) was enacted and EPA 
modeled ILUC, significant advances to the art of calculating ILUC have been developed. This, 
combined with improved models as well as empirical evidence, illustrate that the initial 
calculations by the EPA grossly over predicted the ILUC impacts to renewable fuels and 
negatively impacted the true value of reductions in GHG emission savings for com starch 
ethanol. American agriculture and com ethanol processing are lowering the GHG intensity of 
ethanol, and are producing more products using fewer resources. We fully expect this trend to 
continue as both farmers and ethanol producers continue to become more efficient. 

ENERGY SECURITY AND NATIONAL SECURITY 

The U.S. government has invested and continues to invest in alternative energy resources as a 
means to increase national security. This has been done through a series of funding initiatives to 
government, academic, and private organizations. The foresight of this nation’s leaders has 
supported the abilities of our citizens and provides one of the hallmarks of this country to 
produce some of the most advanced technologies in the world. 

One of these initiatives is the RFS, which has contributed to U.S. energy security by providing 
an affordable and domestically produced alternative to oil while decreasing greenhouse gas 
emissions. The recent proposed rule issued by the EPA to lower the 2014 RFS volume 


■* Lifecycle greenhou.se gas emissions were estimated for a com ethanol pathway that includes collecting corn stover 
and substituting it for corn grain in cattle feed plus the isolation of com oil during ethanol production. Using stover 
as feed results in a GHG credit for the displaced com. The credit includes the energy inputs and emissions 
associated with com farming and transport of com as well as reduced indirect land use change (ILUC) emissions 
associated with com farming. ILUC is defined as the conversion of forests and other natural lands around the globe 
to agriculture to replace grain or cropland diverted to biofiiels. 

^ RFA Letter to EPA. August 4, 2010. httD://renewahlefuelsassociation.createsendl.coin/t/v/l/q hYitk/kuluijuhh/y 
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obligations would be devastating to the structure already established. By reducing the RVOs to 
fuel levels below what can already be created, it disrupts the foundation of a successful program 
that combats GHG emissions and provides a domestic, renewable fuel supply. 

Another mechanism has been through the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards, 
which decreases vehicle fuel consumption through increased mileage requirements. The 
continued support of methods to decrease the use of, and provide alternatives to, the 
consumption of energy while preserving the environment are critical to sustaining the planet for 
future generations - something farmers have been doing for generations. 

As a result of these and other commitments from the government, the United States is now more 
energy secure than it was prior to the implementation of the RFS. The production of more than 
40 billion gallons of biofuel, mainly ethanol, in the last four years has provided an alternative to 
petroleum while decreasing GHG emissions. Reliance on foreign oil has decreased from 60 
percent in 2005 to 40 percent today due to several factors including decreased usage, greater 
automobile fuel efficiency and a replacement of 1 0 percent of the gasoline supply with ethanol. 

Since gasoline production is responsible for approximately 45 percent of U.S. oil consumption,^ 
a 10 percent decrease in gasoline consumption corresponds to an approximately 4.5 percent 
decrease in overall oil consumption. Additionally, the shift in the United States from being a net 
importer of gasoline in 2006 to a net exporter in 2012 averaging 366,000 barrels per day is 
noteworthy. While this shift has occurred, the production and utilization of 870,000 barrels per 
day of ethanol (equivalent to 13 billion gallons) has enhanced the U.S. gasoline supply. Ethanol 
allows for a decreased reliance on foreign oil and contributes to the U.S. fuel supply such that 
gasoline can be exported. 

In addition to creating a stable energy supply, the RFS has also had a positive impact on gas 
prices. Ethanol prices have typically been substantially below gasoline prices at the wholesale 
level in recent years. For the first five months of 2013, ethanol prices in Chicago have averaged 
$2.48 per gallon, while gasoline prices have averaged $2.96 per gallon in Chicago (wholesale 
prices in Chicago were utilized since it is the central pricing point for ethanol and the regulatory 
conditions for gasoline are not as varied as on the East and West Coasts). This 48 cent-per-gallon 
discount translates to a gross benefit of almost $0.05 per gallon of finished motor gasoline 
supplied to consumers.^ This does not take into account either the indirect benefit that ethanol 
has on gasoline prices by effectively lowering demand for gasoline (a benefit especially in past 
years when refineries were running close to capacity) or the enhanced octane value of ethanol 
over gasoline. 

Today, 95 percent of the nation’s light-duty vehicles run on a blend of 10 percent ethanol with 
gasoline. This represents over 13 billion gallons of ethanol. In the last several years, due to 
partnerships between the ethanol and com industries and with the help of some state American 
Lung Associations, higher blends of ethanol, namely E85, have been introduced into the retailer 
infrastructure. Approximately 3200 retail stations offer E85 and in addition, with the recent 
approval of El 5, eleven states now have 50 retail stations offering this option to consumers. This 


* According to the U.S. EIA “U.S. refineries produce about 19 gallons of motor gasoline from one barrel (42 
gallons) of crude oil. The remainder of the banel yields distillate and residual fuel oils, jet fuel, and many other 
products, http://www.eia. gov/tools/faas/faa.cfm?id=24&t=6 . 

’ Most gasoline contains 10% ethanol, thus price reduction is 10% of$0.48 
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additional infrastructure has provided the means for distributing mainly com starch derived 
ethanol. With the advent of second generation fuels, namely ethanol from com stover plants and 
other non-corn starch derived ethanol, this same infrastructure will be in place to distribute this 
renewable fuel to our nation’s consumers. Thus, even though it was expected that the petroleum 
industry would utilize the RIN system for infrastructure, the ethanol and com producers have 
stepped up to provide the necessary infrastructure for renewable fuel consumption. Infrastructure 
has kept up with the increased volumes of biofuels as directed by the RFS and is on track to 
continue to do so. However, this industry faces continuing challenges by the petroleum industry 
on El 5 and E85 pricing and availability as well as inconsistent and non-science based policy 
blocks regarding physical properties of El 5 (Reid Vapor Pressure, RVP). 

BENEFITTING RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND CREATING JOBS 

The expansion of the ethanol industry has catalyzed substantial growth in the agriculture sector’s 
output, efficiency and value. The role of the RFS has been to create a certain and stable market 
environment for renewable fuels producers and feedstock providers. In turn, this certainty has 
enabled investment in new agricultural technologies, such as more efificient farm machinery and 
higher-yielding com seed. Agricultural gross domestic product (GDP), net farm income, 
livestock receipts and crop receipts have all hit new record highs in recent years indicating that 
the net impact of ethanol expansion on the agriculture sector has been resoundingly positive. 

Expansion of the ethanol industry of the past decade has created and/or supported tens of 
thousands of jobs across all sectors of the economy. In 2012 alone, the RFS supported more than 
300,000 jobs across the country.* While it is difficult to assess how much of the increase in farm 
revenue is attributable to RFS demand versus increased export demand, farm income has risen. 

My farai sits in the very heart of Nebraska com country — and there are over twenty ethanol 
plants within my state. This has provided me with a number of competitive options for marketing 
my grain — options that exist because of the promise and the commitment that Congress made in 
establishing the RFS. The investments by ethanol production companies — and their shareholders, 
including com farmers themselves — have been predicated on a national strategy of increasing 
our domestic fuel supply through renewable fuels such as ethanol and biodiesel. These 
companies and investors have committed themselves to the long-temi viability of renewable 
fuels, based on the commitment that Congress made in establishing the RFS. 

Before these ethanol plants were built, a high percentage of the com in our area was exported to 
domestic or international markets — shipped out as raw corn, sold at the going price. Now 
virtually every bushel is transformed into fuel and feed — adding considerable value to every 
kernel. That value is captured and multiplied several times throughout the communities in my 
area — generating economic vitality and tax revenue. The economic vitality that the RFS has 
spurred in rural America extends well beyond my farm. 1 see the impact of increased tax revenue 
for our county to build roads and provide services. 1 see main street businesses with customers in 
the aisles. 1 see entrepreneurs starting nevv ventures — many of which are based in agriculture and 
food production. 

Despite the negative effects of the ongoing recession in the manufacturing sector, agricultural 
equipment manufacturers have been largely immune to the downturn. This is solely because as 


^ Renewable Fuels Association. 
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farm income has risen, farmers have expanded and recapitalized their operations. A large part of 
this recapitalization is new equipment purchases. Likewise, as farm returns and income have 
risen, land prices have also risen. This has expanded the property tax base in rural America 
which is vital to funding schools, roads and other public services. Finally, according to the 
USDA, total net agriculture income has risen since the passage of the RFS. In 2006, average 
farm income was $57.4 billion. In 2012, farm income was $1 12.8 billion, a 97 percent increase. 
As Table 3 indicates, while farm income has increased, this increase was not solely in the crop 
sector. Livestock receipts have increased over this time period as w'ell. 


Table 3: Income Statement for the U.S. Farm Sector (billion $) 



2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012F 

2013F 

Crop 

Receipts 

122.1 

150.1 

175.0 

168.9 

179.6 

208.3 

219.6 

216.3 

Livestock 

Receipts 

118,5 

138.5 

141.6 

120.3 

141.6 

166,0 

171.7 

176.5 

Gross 

Income 

290,2 

339.5 

377.7 

343.3 

365.6 

428.5 

446.5 

481.1 

Total 

Expenses 

232.8 

269.5 

292.6 

280.3 

285.2 

310.6 

333.7 

352.9 

Net Farm 
Income 

57.4 

70.0 

85,1 

63.0 

80.4 

117,9 

112.8 

128.2 


U.S. meat output has grown steadily since the original RFS was enacted in 2005. In fact, 2013 
production of red meat and poultry is projected to be the second-highest on record (only behind 
2008) and 7 percent higher than output in 2005.® If, as some critics claim, the RFS has been 
overly detrimental to the livestock industry, annual meat production should have declined post- 
RFS. This can also be used as a proxy for employment in the meat sector. A decline in meat 
production would have resulted in a loss of jobs. This is not to say some companies did not bear 
the brunt of the change, but overall the sector appears to have increased production. 

While the emergence of the ethanol industry has increased demand for corn, U.S. farmers have 
responded by growing significantly larger com crops. The average annual U.S. com crop 
averaged 7.2 billion bushels (bbu.) in tbe 1980s and USDA estimates 14 bbu. for 2013. Of this 
increased crop, 39.5 percent was used for livestock feed, 30.8 percent was utilized for ethanol, 
and 9.2 percent was processed into dried distillers grains (DDGs).*'' According to the U.N Food 
and Agriculture Organization, DDGs have become the most popular alternative ingredient used 
in beef, dairy, swine and poultry diets in the United States and in over 50 countries worldwide 
due to the “abundant supply, excellent feed value and low cost relative to maize and soybean 
meal. As a result of larger annual com harvests and the growing production of animal feed co- 
products, increased ethanol production has not affected availability of com for traditional users. 

This spring 1 will be planting my next com crop that will be marketed in 2015, Until now, the 
RFS provided some certainty that there will be a growing commodity market. Based on USDA 


* USDA (April 2013). World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates. 

USDA, ERS Feed Outlook, Jan 15, 2013. 

"U.N. Food & Agriculture Organization (2012). Biohiel Co-products as Livestock Feed. Makkar, H, (Ed.). Rome 
Italy: FAO Press. 
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commodity costs and returns, in 20 1 2 it cost $655 per acre to plan com. While costs have risen, 
that would require farmers to receive $4.25 a bushel to simply cover costs at this year’s end. On 
Monday, the cost of com was $4.1 7 — $0.08/bushel below the cost of production. This recent 
decline in the price of com is the largest drop in prices in six decades. Combined with increased 
input costs and lower crop prices, it will no longer be viable for farmers to continue to provide 
the resources they do. If the RFS is revised downward, as indicated by the EPA’s proposed rule, 
mral communities and domestic energy sources will be left to wonder what might happen next. 
That uncertainty erodes confidence, undermines potential investment and generally stifles the 
robust growth we have seen in America's heartland. 

FOOD PRICES AND FOOD SECURITY 

There is no credible evidence to support the notion that the RFS has adversely affected consumer 
food prices. The RFS has tittle direct impact on agricultural commodity prices; because the farm 
value of commodities represents such a small share of retail food prices, the impact of the RFS 
itself on food prices is indiscernible. That said, higher energy prices as a result of increased 
petroleum costs play a much larger role in eonsumer food prices. In 2013, the World Bank found 
that nearly two-third of the increase in food priees since 2004 are the result of the increased price 
of crude oil. 

According to the USDA, across all commodities, the farm share of the food dollar is 15.5 cents 
for 2011. This is below the average of 16. 1 cents per dollar for the time period 1993-201 1. 
Because the farmer is getting such a small percentage of the food dollar, commodity prices alone 
or some other single factor like the RFS cannot and should not be blamed for food price 
inflation.'^ 

Commodity prices, not just com, have increased since the mid-2000s. These price increases are a 
result of several factors— increased com demand for fuel ethanol being only one of those factors. 
For commodity producers, this increase has not been all profit. In fact, cost of production has 
increased as a result of higher energy costs, which has significantly impacted a producer’s break- 
even point. At the beginning of the last decade, com producers where facing significantly 
depressed prices averaging $2 per bushel. Through the 2002 farm bill, Congress responded to 
this economic disaster in rural America to help commodity producers survive tough times. At the 
same time, livestock producers benefited considerably from these significantly below market 
prices. However, the prices received for livestock products were considerably lower during this 
period as well. As commodity prices have rebounded in the last five years, the Federal 
Government has seen significant savings in the commodity title of the farm bill. Livestock 
producers, like grain farmers, are “price takers” in that they sell a commodity and have to accept 
a market price. Meaning no single producer is large enough to move the market, nor are they 
able to pass increased costs of production onto the next player in the marketing chain. Meat 
production has expanded in almost every sector since the passage of the RFS. Fortunately for 
livestock producers, during this same period of increased feedstuff costs, the U.S. has been 
expanding export markets for meat products. Increased exports have driven up the cost of meat 
and livestock and thereby covered much of the higher costs of production. 

While the cost of production, partially due to higher feedstuff costs, has risen, a more likely 
explanation of the increased food costs are factors outside of agriculture. Specifically, rising 


http://w\vw.crs.usda.gov7data-products/food-dol!ar-serles/food-do!!ar-application.a.spx. 
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diesel fuel and labor costs have greatly impacted food prices. All food sold in a grocery store is 
delivered by truck. In 2007, the average price of a gallon of diesel fuel was $2.88; by 2012 that 
had increased to $3.97, a 37.8 percent increase. Likewise, w'hile U.S. labor wages may have 
stagnated due to the on-going recession, other labor costs, most notably health care has not. 
Unlike farmers, meat packers, wholesalers and food retailers are not “price takers” and increased 
co,sts of production can more easily be passed onto consumers. As the USDA data cited above 
indicates, the vast majority of the retail food dollar arises after products leave the faim. 

The lack of any perceptible relationship between the RFS and retail food prices is further 
illustrated by the fact that the average American household spends less of its disposable income 
on food today than it did prior to the existence of the ethanol industry and the RFS. Since 
enactment of the RFS2 in 2007, Americans have spent an average of just 9.7 percent of their 
income on food.'^ In the 10 years prior to adoption of the RFS2, spending on food accounted for 
1 0 percent of disposable income. Spending on food, as a share of income, has trended down 
steadily since the 1 940s and the emergence of ethanol and passage of the RFS have in no w'ay 
interrupted this trend. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, NCGA appreciates the Committee and Subcommittee’s interest in better 
understanding the market dynamics surrounding the RFS. We strongly believe the RFS is doing 
exactly what it was intended to do. It is successfully driving adoption of renewable fuel 
alternatives to petroleum while decreasing GHG emissions, supporting jobs across the country 
and ensuring the United States remains a global leader in developing new energy sources here at 
home. Corn growers will continue to meet the growing demands in an economical and 
environmentally responsible manner. 


m# 


USDA-JJRS (2013). Food Expenditures. littp://www.ers.usda.gov/data-produets/food-expenditures.aspx 
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March 19, 2014 

Honorable Barbara Boxer, Chairman 
Honorable David Vitter, Ranking Member 
Committee on Environment and Public Works 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 

Thank you for inviting me to testify in the joint full Committee on Environment and Public 
Works and Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety hearing entitled "Oversight Hearing 
on Domestic Renewable Fuels." The hearing allowed me the opportunity to represent the 
National Corn Growers Association (NCGA) and provide our favorable perspective of the 
Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), 

It was requested that we submit an answer to Senator Vitter's question: 

Assuming EPA’s waiver methodology is in place annually, if you had your choice between 
status quo or making reforms to the program, which would you choose? 

The RFS is working — achieving the goals Congress intended — and does not need any legislative 
changes. As written, the statue provides the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with 
flexibility to monitor and amend the program when necessary. Under their authority, the EPA 
can only waive gallon requirements if it finds: 

- that the RFS would cause “severe economic harm’' to the economy or the 
environment; or 

there is an inadequate domestic supply. 

With these waiver requirements in place, the RFS already has the ability to continue to utilize 
renewable resources in our fuel supply. 

The RFS is a critical component of our nation’s energy policy. The RFS has increased national 
energy security by creating a market for renewable fuel as a substitute for non-renewable 
petroleum-based fuel, thereby accelerating the nation’s progress toward a low greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions economy. Corn farmers have played a critical role in the RFS by producing the 
feedstock for ethanol production and w'ill continue to meet the increased demand of corn for 
ethanol. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Holzfaster 

Owner and Operator, Holzfaster Farm 


ei'K siowiis 

'ISSiU'fAliOM' ' 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you. Our next witness is Mr. Scott Faber 
of the Environmental Working Group. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF SCOTT FABER, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, ENVIRONMENTAL WORKING GROUP 

Mr. Faber. Thank you. Chairman Boxer, Ranking Member 
Vitter, members of the Committee, thank you very much for the op- 
portunity to testify. I do not envy your job after reading all of the 
written testimony and many of the footnotes and supplemental re- 
ports. It would be hard to be able to judge whether the RFS is 
working or not. 

Our view is that we need an RFS. We share your belief that RFS 
is critically important to reduce the carbon intensity of our liquid 
fuels but that the current RFS is not working as you intended 
when Congress passed the Energy Independence and Security Act 
of 2007. 

In particular, we believe that RFS is not providing a powerful 
enough incentive for the development of low carbon second genera- 
tion biofuels to offset the negative impacts of conventional biofuels 
like corn ethanol. And the simple fact of the matter is that the 
surge in corn ethanol production that occurred after 2007 has en- 
couraged farmers to plow up millions of acres of wetlands and 
grasslands, releasing carbon stored in the soil into the atmosphere. 

But that is not all. Because farmers have applied more fertilizer 
to these newly converted lands, the RFS has also increased nitrous 
oxide emissions, increased polluted runoff into our rivers, lakes and 
bays, increased water use and increased the emissions of air pollut- 
ants like particulate matter. 

I expect the environmental impacts of corn ethanol will continue 
to be subject to debate for many years. For what it is worth, the 
National Academy of Sciences looked at these questions and the 
NAS, relying on EPA’s analysis, concluded, and I quote, corn grain 
ethanol produced in 2011 is a higher emitter of GHG than gasoline 
and the increase in corn production has contributed to environ- 
mental and surface effects on surface and groundwater. And fi- 
nally, and again I quote, projected air quality effects from ethanol 
fuel would b^e more damaging to human health than those from 
gasoline use. 

And while the corn ethanol mandate has been great for corn 
farmers, and times have not always been great for corn farmers, 
it has contributed to higher food and feed prices. By diverting more 
than 40 percent of our corn crop to displace just 7 percent of our 
gasoline, we have increased the price of food and feed. That is ac- 
cording to everyone from USDA to the World Bank to independent 
economists. They found that the rapid expansion of corn ethanol 
after passage of the 2007 law increased the price of corn and ulti- 
mately the cost of basic staples like milk and meat. 

Fortunately, some second generation biofuels hold real promise 
because, as you have heard today, many of these fuels convert crop 
waste, wood waste, even municipal solid waste, not food, into fuel. 
Unfortunately, as you have also heard today, AAA, automakers, en- 
gine manufacturers and this morning the EPA have repeatedly told 
us that the vast majority of engines and infrastructure are simply 
not yet compatible with higher-ethanol blends. 
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So, there is a real world limit on the amount of ethanol that can 
be blended into gasoline. We need to divert more of that limited 
pool to second generation biofuels, and EPA’s proposed RVO takes 
an important small first step in that direction. 

There are other steps that we can take to accelerate the develop- 
ment of low carbon second generation biofuels. At a minimum, EPA 
could level the playing field for these fuels by making all corn eth- 
anol subject to the same greenhouse gas reduction standards. Right 
now, as you know, most corn ethanol production is simply exempt 
from any greenhouse gas reduction standards. By contrast, second 
generation biofuels must reduce GHG emissions by 50 or 60 per- 
cent. 

There are other steps we could take as well, especially to accel- 
erate the development of drop-in biofuels that do not create the in- 
frastructure and engine compatibility problems that we have heard 
about today. 

So, let me stop there and simply say, again, we support RES, we 
believe it is important to have an RES to drive the development of 
low carbon liquid biofuels but that RES is not providing a strong 
enough incentive to develop the second generation fuels that I 
know we all would like to see in the marketplace. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Faber follows:] 
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Thank you for the opportunity to testify. My name is Scott Faber and I am the Senior 
Vice President for Government Affairs at EWG. 

EWG applauds the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works and the 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety for reviewing the Renewable Fuel 
Standard. 

To date, the RFS has failed to deliver the “good” biofuels that could help meet many of 
our environmental and energy challenges. Instead, the RFS has delivered too many “bad” 
biofuels that increase greenhouse gas emissions, pollute air and water, destroy critical 
habitat for wildlife and drive up the price of food. The com ethanol mandate of the RFS, 
once promoted as a tool to combat climate change, has instead raised greenhouse 
emissions, exacerbated air and water pollution challenges and inflated the price of staple 
foods. 

Since it was expanded in 2007, the com ethanol mandate has contributed to plowing up 
more than 23 million acres of US wetlands and grasslands in order to plant crops - an 
area the size of Indiana. EWG recently analyzed the annually updated satellite data that 
the US Department of Agriculture uses to track land use and documented this rapid 
destruction of wetlands and grasslands.' In places where the loss of wetlands is most 
extensive, com accounts for the largest share of this conversion.^ Other studies have also 


' EWG, (2012) Plowed Under. http://static.ew> i!.org.^pdf/plowed under. pdf. 

^ EWG, (2013) Going Going Gone. http://st atic.ewg.org/pdFgoine n one c ropland hot spots final. pdf 
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documented this dramatic change to the American landscape.^ By accelerating 
conversion of wetlands and grasslands to grow crops, the RFS has driven up greenhouse 
gas emissions by releasing carbon stored in the soil'* and by boosting fertilizer 
applications.^ 

The Environmental Protection Agency’s own analysis has shown that lifecycle 
greenhouse gas emissions of com ethanol were higher than those of gasoline last year 
(2012) and will still be higher in 2017.^ Of the 33 identified com ethanol production 
pathways, only three decreased emissions in 2012 and only nine are expected to meet the 
greenhouse gas reduction standard for com ethanol in 2017.^ 

What’s more, new research suggests that the RFS will not achieve long-term greenhouse 
gas reductions. Researchers calculated that the cumulative greenhouse gas emissions 
caused by com ethanol between 2010 and 2044 will be about 1.4 billion tons -300 
million tons more than from an energy-equivalent amount of gasoline.® That means the 
cumulative lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions from corn ethanol would be 28 percent 
higher than those from gasoline. 

These studies contradict earlier research - based on hypothetical com ethanol production 
in 2022 - that suggested that the 30-year lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions from com 
ethanol would be lower than those from an energy -equivalent amount of gasoline,’ EPA 
presumed investments and technological upgrades, such as fuel switching, that are 
speculative at best, since most corn ethanol is not subject to the greenhouse gas reduction 
standtuds of the RFS. 

In addition to increasing greenhouse gas emissions, com ethanol also drives up emissions 
of many other air pollutants, including sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, ammonia, 
nitrogen oxides and ozone.'” In 201 1, the National Academy of Sciences found that 
“overall production and use of ethanol was projected to result in increases in the pollutant 
concentration . . . Those projected air-quality effects from ethanol fuel would be more 


’ E.g. Wright and Wimberly (2012), Recent Land Use Change in the Western Corn Belt threatens 
Grasslands and Wetlands. 

■* Clearing forest, pasture or wetland for new cropland to produce biofuels results in decomposition of 
organic carbon and elevated GHG emissions, creating a “carbon debt” which may take many years for 
biofuel consumption to “pay down.” See EPA (201 1 ), Biofuels and the Environment: Triennial Report to 
Congress, at 5-9. 

^ Fertilizer applications increase emissions of nitrous oxide, a far more potent greenhouse gas than carbon 
dioxide. In 2011, nihous oxide accounted for about 5% of all US GHG emissions, and nitrous oxide 
molecules stay in the atmosphere for an average of 120 years. 

See EPA: http://e pa.gov.'clim atechange/ghgemi5sions/sases/n2o-htnil. 

^ See Docket No^ EPA-HQ-OAR-2605-Oi61-3173.5 

Ud. 

* Clean Air Task Force (2013), Corn Ethanol GHG Emissions Under Various RFS Implementation 
Scenarios, included in CATF Comments on EPA RFS 2013 Volume Adjustment, [Hereinafter CATF] 
’CATFat3. 

Wagstrom and Hill (2011), Air Pollution Impacts of Biofuels [Hereinafter Wagstrom]; See also 
Gasparatos and Stromberg (2012), Socioeconomic and Environmental Impacts of Biofu els: E vidence fr om 
Developine Nations . Cambridge University Press, England. 
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damaging to human health that those from gasoline use.”" In particular, experts have 
found that, compared to the lifecycle emissions from gasoline, com ethanol results in 
significantly greater emissions of particulate matter, which can contribute to respiratory 
illnesses and heart disease." As a result, the com ethanol mandate is complicating state 
and local efforts to meet pollution standards for particulate matter. Additionally, EPA 
concluded that the 2007 expansion of the RES will also raise ozone levels." Overall, the 
increase in emissions caused by the RES are, according to the National Academy, 
“projected to lead to increases in population-weighted annual average ambient 
[particulate matter] and ozone concentrations, which in turn are anticipated to lead to up 
to 245 cases of adult premature mortality 

Com ethanol also contributes to significant water quality and quantity challenges. As the 
number of acres dedicated to com production has increased - from an average of 79 
million acres between 2000 and 2006 to 90 million acres, on average, between 2007 and 
2012 - farmers have applied far more nitrogen fertilizer." Nitrogen that washes off farm 
fields contributes to poor water quality, increasing water treatment costs and creating 
low-oxygen “dead zones.” As the National Academy noted, “the increase in com 
production has contributed to environmental and surface effects on surface and ground 
water, including hypoxia, harmful algal blooms and eutrophication.”" Water used to 
irrigate com and to operate ethanol refineries also depletes aquifers and streams. 
According to various studies compiled by the Academy, on a well-to-wheel basis 
producing a gallon of gasoline consumes far less water than producing a gallon of com 
ethanol." 

Fortunately, some second-generation biofuels hold far more promise than com ethanol." 
Produced from crop wastes or other byproducts, some of these fuels do not contribute to 
the conversion of land or increase the use of farm chemicals." Because greenhouse gas 
emissions from transportation account for 28 percent of GHG emissions - the second 
largest source - low-carbon biofuels must be part of any strategy to reduce the carbon 
intensity of liquid fuels.^** 


* ' National Academy of Sciences (20 1 1 ), Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and 
Environmental Ejfects of US Biofuels Policy, at 246. [Hereinafter NAS]. 

Tessum, et al. (2012), A Spatially and Temporally Explicit Life Cycle Inventory of Air Pollutants from 
Gasoline and Ethanol in the United States, See also Cook, et al., (20 Mi) Air Quality Impacts of Increased 
Use of Ethanol under the United States ’ Energy Independence and Security Act; See also Wagstrom 

Environmental Protection Agency, Renewable Fuel Standard Program (RFS 2) Regulatory Impact 
Analysis (2010) at 602. 

NAS at 206. 

Testimony of Joseph Glauber, Chief Economist, USDA, before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power 
of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, June 26, 2013. [Hereinafter Glabuer] Com acres 
reached 97.2 million acres in 2012. 

NAS at 10. 

‘Vrf. at 227. 

Some second-generation biofuels are reaching the marketplace, including biofuels derived from grasses, 
wood waste, crop wastes (such as corn stover and corn cobs) and municipal solid waste. 

Tiiman, et al. (2009), Beneficial Biofuels — The Food, Energy, and Environmental Trilemma; See also 
Wagstrom and Hill. 

htip://www. epa.gov/climatechange/ghgefnissions/sources/transportation.htini. 
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Unfortunately, the marketplace is saturated by com ethanol, blocking the commercial 
development of promising second-generation fuels. While com ethanol refiners currently 
have the capacity to produce more than 14.9 billion gallons, gasoline refiners can only 
blend 13.3 billion gallons of ethanol into the fuel supply. This is commonly known as the 
“blend wall.”^' Expected declines in fuel consumption, driven largely by fuel efficiency 
standards, will further reduce the amount of ethanol that can be blended into gasoline. 

To allow second-generation biofuels to gain a foothold, Congress must reform the RFS to 
reduce the prominence of corn ethanol and to accelerate the development of “drop-in” 
fuels that are compatible with existing engines and infrastructure. At a minimum, 
Congress should “level the playing field” by demanding that all ethanol production meet 
the same high greenhouse gas reduction standards. Accelerating development of 
promising second-generation fuels, espeeially drop-in fuels, is critical to reducing the 
carbon intensity of the overall fuel supply, but this is not happening quickly enough to 
offset the negative environmenttil impacts of conventional biofuels. To date, the RES, as 
currently designed, is not providing sufficiently powerful incentives to develop these 
second-generation fuels.^^ 

Accelerating the development of second-generation fuels could also reduce price and 
volatility of commodity prices. Between 2005 and 2012, annual com ethanol production 
grew from less than 4 billion gallons to almost 14 billion. As a result, the share of com 
diverted from food and feed supplies rose from 14 percent to more than 40 percent.^^ 
Expanding com production has only partially offset the rapid growth in demand for corn 
ethanol, resulting in significantly higher com prices for feed. Although many factors have 
contributed to price increases, experts estimate that com ethanol accounted for more than 
one-third of the surge in com prices from 2006 to 2009.^^ Other economists have 
estimated that average com prices were 30 percent greater between 2006 and 2010 than 
they would have been had corn ethanol production remained at 2005 levels.^^ 

Higher com prices hurt consumers - especially low-income consumers who spend a 
larger share of their disposable income on food - by increasing the cost of basic staples. 
When the price of a bushel of com increases by $1, the price of eggs increases by 5.5 
percent, and the price of milk increases by 2.1 percent,^^ The surge in ethanol use 
accounted for as much as 15 percent of the rise in domestic food prices between April 


“Corn Ethanol Challenged.” Living on Earth Interview with Wallace Tyner, Purdue University, February 
2013. 

The Energy Information Administration has repeatedly reduced its predictions for cellulosic biofuel 
production by 2022: from less than 3 billion in 2012, to less than 1 billion gallons in January 2013, to less 
than 500 million gallon in April 2013. 

” World Agricultural Outlook Board, USDA, World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates (2013). 

Babcock and Fabiosa (2011) the Impact of Ethanol and Ethanol Subsidies on Corn Prices: Revisiting 
History. CARD, Iowa State University. 

Carter (2012). The Effects of the US Ethanol Mandate on Corn Prices. [Hereinafter Carter] 

National Research Council, op. cit., p. 147. 

“ Hayes (2009). Biofuels: Potential Production Capacity, Effects on Grain and livestock Sectors, and 
Implications for Food Prices and Consumers. 
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2007 and April 2008.^^ The Congressional Budget Office found that the growth in 
ethanol production “has exerted upward pressure on the price of com, and ultimately, on 
the retail price of food, affecting both individual consumers and federal expenditures on 
nutritional support programs.”^* In one year, ethanol production drove up federal 
spending on nutrition programs by up to $900 million, CBO reported.^’ 

Although com farmers benefit from higher com prices, higher feed costs harm livestock 
producers and meat processors. The cost of com for use in food production has increased 
by 1 93 percent since 2005.^° For poultry producers alone, average annual feed costs have 
increased by $8.8 billion.^’ Rising demand for com also drives up the price of wheat and 
other crops. As wheat supply decreased in 2012, its price increased by approximately 
50 percent.^^ These increases in the cost of basic commodities are inevitably passed on to 
consumers in the former of higher retail prices. 


Blending more ethanol into gasoline may also harm many vehicle engines. According to 
AAA, more than 90 percent of the vehicles on the road today, including most 2001-2013 
models, are not approved to use gas containing 15 percent ethanol, or £15.^'' Ford, 
Chrysler, Toyota and other automakers have explicitly warned consumers that filling up 
with El 5 will void their vehicle warranties, and some companies have already placed 
warning labels on gas caps and instmctions in owners’ manuals not to use it.^^ In 
response to a 201 1 congressional inquiry, vehicle manufacturers were nearly unanimous 
in voicing concern that E 15 will cause engine damage, void warranties and reduce fuel 
efficiency.^* AAA has also said that engine testing by the Department of Energy was not 
structured to measure EI5’s impacts on reduced engine life and fuel pump failure. The 
Association expects it will take another decade before the bulk of the U.S. vehicle fleet 
will be El 5 compatible.^’ Meanwhile, many consumers are unaware that higher ethanol 
blends may harm their engines. A recent poll by AAA found that 95 percent of those 
surveyed had not heard of E15, prompting the nation’s largest auto club to call for 
suspending all sales of El 5.^* 


Congressional Budget Office (2009). The Impact of Ethanol Use on Food Prices and Greenhouse-Gas 
Emissions. 

Id. at iii. 

Id. at vii. 

Govenor of Arkansas Mike Beebe in a letter to EPA Administrator Jackson, August 13, 2012, 

Testimony of Mike Brown, President, National Chicken Council, before the EPA public hearing for the 
2014 Standards for the Renewable Fuel Standard Program, December 5, 2013. Rising costs have forced the 
turkey industry to shed 750 jobs in 2013. 

Griffen and Soto (2012). US Ethanol Policy: The Unintended Consequences 
American Bakers Association in response to the House Committee on Energy and Commerce White 
Paper on Agricultural Sector Impacts, April 29, 2013. 

AAA, “Statement by Bob Darbelnet, President and CEO of AAA.” November 2013. 

“El 5 gas brings conflict to pumps.” 5^/- Tribune. April 2012; See also the National Marine 
Manufacturers Association [Hereinafter NMMA]: http://multibriefs.com/briefs/nmma/E15.pdf 
See automakers responses to Rep. Sensenbrenner here: 
http;//sensenbrenner.house.gov/upjoadedf11es/el5_auto_responses.pdf 
Testimony of Robert L. Darbelnet, President and CEO, AAA, before the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, July 23, 2013. 

AAA. “New El 5 Gasoline May Damage Vehicles and Cause Consumer Confusion.” November 2012. 
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In addition, use of higher ethanol blends may damage many boat engines. None of the 17 
million boat engines eurrently in commerce were designed, calibrated or certified to be 
compatible with any gasoline fuel containing more than 10 percent ethanol.^^ EPA has 
not permitted the sale and use of E15 for boats, but 95 percent of all recreational boats 
use fuel purchased at traditional gas stations, increasing the risk of misfueling.'"' The U.S. 
Coast Guard has warned that increasing the ethanol content in gasoline would exacerbate 
the risk of fires and explosions in vessels and pose safety issues for boaters who operate 
in harsh environments, sometimes miles from shore.'** These concerns were echoed in a 
2011 report to Congress in which the Coast Guard concluded that studies of ethanol’s 
effects on marine engines raise environmental, performance and safety issues that have 
yet to be resolved.'*^ 

Small engine manufacturers are also concerned about the impact of higher ethanol 
blends. According to extensive testing by manufacturers and DOE, the use of higher 
ethanol blends on small non-road engines lowers engine life, reduces fuel economy and 
may cause the engine to fail emissions requirements.'*^ Most small engines tested on El 5 
performed worse and ran higher operating temperatures, which increase wear and tear, 
and with it, the need for frequent maintenance.'*'* Moreover, most tested engines behaved 
“poorly” or “erratically,” according to DOE’s report, with incidents of unstable speeds 
and stalling."*^ 

Finally, most fuel dispensing and storage equipment is incompatible with El 5 and would 
not comply with federal safety standards, according to the Government Accountability 
Office.'*" Compatible dispensers can cost upwards of $20,000, while replacing an 
underground storage tarvk can easily exceed $100,000 per location. These are significant 
costs for retailers in order to sell a fuel for which demand is uncertain.'** 

Even as com ethanol has increased environmental and consumer costs, it has done little 
to enhance American energy security. Gasoline consumption continues to decline as a 
result of tougher vehicle fuel economy standards, slower economic growth and higher 
fuel prices - not increased ethanol use."’ Lower gasoline demand, in combination with 
increases in domestic production, are primarily responsible for recent and projected 


*“ See NMMA: http://capwiz,com/nmma/issues/alert/?aterlid=62685606 
Rear Admiral Kevin S, Cook in a letter to EPA’s Office of Air & Radiation, July 2, 2009. 

“ USCG (2012). Survey of Published Data and Reports on Blended Fuels in Marine Applications 
” Testimony of Todd Teske, President, Chairman & CEO, Briggs & Stratton Corporation, before the 
Subcommittee on Energy and Power Committee of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, July 
19,2013. 

Id. at 4 
'Ud 

“ GAO (201 1) Challenges to the Transportation, Sale and Use of Intermediate Ethanol Blends. 

" Testimony of Joseph H. Petrowski, CEO, The Cumberland Gulf Group before the Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, July 23, 20 1 3 
W. 

Testimony of Adam Sieminski, Administrator, EIA, before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power 
Committee of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, June 26, 2013. 
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reductions in foreign energy imports.^® Strengthening U.S. energy security by expanding 
com ethanol production is simply not feasible because of the amount of com required to 
displace a significant amount of gasoline.’’ 

In conclusion, the rapid expansion of com ethanol production has increased greenhouse 
gas emissions, worsened air and water pollution, driven up the price of food and feed and 
may damage many engines. By contrast, some second-generation biofuels could 
significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions without creating new environmental 
challenges, increasing food prices or requiring costly engine and infrastmcture 
improvements. So long as com ethanol saturates the marketplace for ethanol, the 
incentive to develop these promising new fuels wiU be limited. 


” U at 7-8. 

’ ‘ Carter at 5 
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Questions from Sen. Benjamin L. Cardin: 

1. ) Has corn ethanol done more harm than good for the environment and human health? 

Without adequate development of second-generation biofuels that emit significantly less greenhouse 
gases and pose less of a risk to air and water quality than conventional com ethanol, the bad will 
continue to outweigh the good. As outlined in Mr. Faber’s testimony, the rapid expansion of com 
ethanol production - driven largely by the Renewable Fuel Standard - has produced a host of 
environmental harms confirmed in analyses by the Environmental Protection Agency and the National 
Academy of Sciences. These harms include the conversion of wetlands and grasslands to intensive corn 
production, the pollution of waterways by fertilizers that wash off from fields, and the increase in 
concentrations of harmful air pollutants that contribute to respiratory illnesses and other health 
problems. Despite this, com ethanol still enjoys an exemption from meeting the program’s most minimal 
environmental standards and a mandate that essentially guarantees its dominance in the marketplace for 
the foreseeable future. 

2. ) What have you learned since 2007 that makes you think the RFS is not generating the 
environmental benefits once promised? 

Since Congress expanded the RFS mandates in 2007, we’ve witnessed a dramatic increase in the 
demand for — and the production of — com for ethanol that has undermined the program’s goal of 
lessening the environmental footprint of the U.S. transportation sector. EWG’s analysis of cropland data 
from the U.S. Department of Agriculture found that between 2008 and 2011, the com ethanol mandate 
has contributed to the loss of 23 million acres of environmentally sensitive land — an area the size of 
Indiana.* In places where the loss of wetlands is most extensive, including the wildlife-rich Prairie 
Pothole region of the Upper Midwest, com accounts for the largest share of this conversion - more than 
346,000 acres.^ This conversion has wiped out habitat that sustains many species of migratory birds and 
other animals. What’s more, scientists estimate that meeting the RFS mandates by 2022 would require 
an additional 30 million acres of cropland to be converted for feedstock use - a virtual guarantee that 
any supposed benefits from com ethanol would be erased by the widespread impacts of this conversion.'^ 

By releasing huge amounts of carbon stored in the soil and increasing the use of fertilizers that emit 
nitrous oxide, the rapid conversion of wetlands and grasslands has driven up greenhouse gas emissions. 
In fact, EPA’s own lifecycle analysis found that greenhouse gas emissions of com ethanol were higher 
than gasoline in 2012 and will remain higher in 2017.^ According to the National Academy of Sciences 
in a 201 i report, 

“Food-based biofuels such as corn-grain ethanol have not been conclusively shown to reduce GHG 
emissions and might actually increase them.”^ 


' EWG (2012), Plowed Under. hltpV/stalic.cvvg.oig/pdf/plow cd iinde r.pdf 

“ EWG (2013), Going Going Gone. lUtp://static.cwg.org/pdf/going gone cropland hot s pots fin al.pdf 
Fargione (2010), is Bioenergy for the birds? An evaluation of alternative future bioenergy landscapes, Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences [Hereinafter Fargione], See also Jordaan (2013), Regional Water Implications of Reducing 
Oil Imports with Liquid Transportation Fuel Alternatives in the United States, Environmental Science & Technology 
^ See Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2005-0161-3173.5 

^ National Academy of Sciences (201 1), Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and Environmental Effects of US 
Biofuels Policy, at 223 [Hereinafter N.AS], 
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The demand for com ethanol has also led many fanners in the Midwest to switch from a com - soy 
rotation to continuous com. This shift in crop mix boosts fertilizer use, which increases greenhouse gas 
emissions and reduces water quality. And without wetlands or grasslands to filter farm mnoff, fertilizers 
wash into streams. EWG found that farms in Iowa are losing soil up to 12 times faster than government 
estimates and that soil erosion and polluted mnoff in the Com Belt is far worse than assumed.'’ Aerial 
photos show many cornfields scarred by gullies that funnel sediment and fertilizers into streams that 
feed into the Mississippi River. Aceording to the National Academy: 

The increase in com production has contributed to environmental effects on surface 
and ground water, including hypoxia, harmful aglal blooms and eutrophication. 

Additional increases in com production under RFS2 will likely have additional 
negative environmental effects.^ 

The production and transport of fertilizers and pesticides used in com production, as well as the 
cultivation and harvesting of com crop all require the burning of fossil fuels including diesel, gasoline 
and natural gas. Today, most ethanol refineries rely on cheap natural gas for power generation. Burning 
these fuels emits large amounts of air pollutants that include carbon monoxide, particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, ammonia and a host of volatile organic compounds such as acetaldehyde, 
classified by the EPA as a “probable human carcinogen.” These pollutants have a wide range of adverse 
impacts on human health including cancer, asthma, chronic bronchitis, cardiovascular disease, 
respiratory irritation and birth defects. 

EWG’s 2009 review of the potential health risks of ethanol found that emissions from higher blends 
such as E15 may likely worsen health problems from air pollution.^ Higher fuel blends can degrade 
emission control systems and damage engines of older vehicles by causing catalyst burnouts, thereby 
increasing emissions of acetaldehyde, particulates, ground-level ozone and other toxic air pollutants.^ 
According to the National Academy: 

Air quality modeling suggests that production and use of ethanol as fuel to displace 
gasoline is likely to increase such air pollutants as particulate matter, ozone and sulfur 
oxides. Published studies projected that overall production and use of ethanol will 
result in higher pollutant concentration for ozone and particulate matter than their 
gasoline counterparts on a national average.*'^ 

Simply put: the more we learn of com ethanol’s impacts on the environmental and human health, the 
more difficult it is to justify a renewable fuels policy that mandates its use. 


' EWG (201 1), Losing Ground. http://w\vw.c\v g.ar.g/lo si nRaro u nd/ 

’NAS at II, 

EWG (2009), Ethanol-Gasoline Fuel Blends May Cause Human Health Risks and Engine Issues, 
http:.-/ v vww.evvc; .o r.g/sile.s/de fauh ,'nies ''el lianoi-gasoline-white-paper.[>df 
’ Ibid 

"’NAS at 9. 
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3. ) In an industry dominated by corn ethanol, how can we level the playing field for second- 
generation biofuels that do not compete with our food needs? 

EWG strongly supports a federal mandate that drives the development of low carbon biofuels that do not 
pit our energy and food security needs against the environment and public health. But as long as the RFS 
remains a de-facto mandate for com ethanol, these low carbon second-generation biofuels will not have 
a viable market to compete. Any reform made to the program should de-emphasize com ethanol, which 
will continue to be a valuable oxygenate with our without a federal mandate. Significantly reducing the 
com ethanol mandate frees up space in the market for more promising “drop-in” fuels that do not carry 
the same environmental or infrastmcture problems. At a minimum. Congress can level the playing field 
for second-generation biofuels that must meet higher environmental standards under law by ending the 
exemption that allows virtually all existing com ethanol production to skirt the minimum greenhouse gas 
reduction requirement. Demanding that all ethanol production meet the same high greenhouse gas 
reduction standards would be a major step in reducing the carbon intensity of the overall fuel supply, 
and would encourage greater investment in technologies that do not compete with our food needs. 

4. ) Could you respond to concerns that opening the RFS will jeopardize the Clean Air Act? 

a.) In your opinion, is this reason enough not to act to reform the program? 

EWG is wary of such concerns, and would strongly oppose any effort to endanger the Clean Air Act 
protections under the guise of RFS refomi. Bipartisan support for reform continues to strengthen, 
reflecting the broad array of stakeholders including food and fuel producers, dairy farmers, restaurant 
owners, small engine manufacturers, boaters, environmental and hunger relief organizations, taxpayer 
groups and others that have united to call for a reduction in the com ethanol mandate and a long-term 
legislative strategy to address the program’s flaws. This coalition is committed to fending off attacks on 
the Clean Air Act that would derail sincere efforts to enact sound renewable energy policy. The appetite 
in Congress to reopen the RFS is only growing; shying away from RFS reform only serves to build up 
pressure to address this issue in the future. 

5. ) Is it time to take another hard look at energy policy in light of the fact that so much has 
changed since 2007? 

Congress expanded the RFS in 2007 to reverse climate change, reduce U.S. dependence on foreign oil 
and create jobs in niral America. These goals were predicted on the expectation that fuel demand would 
continue to increase for the foreseeable future, that second-generation biofuels would quickly assume a 
greater role in the transportation energy portfolio and that com ethanol was a green, renewable and 
efficient fuel source. 

Today’s energy landscape, however, is vastly different from what policymakers had envisioned. 
Domestic motor gasoline use is on a downward trend - a result of higher fuel economy standards, slow 
economic growth and high gasoline prices. The Energy Information Administration now projects that 
gasoline consumption in 2014 will drop to about 133 billion gallons - 14 percent lower than previously 
estimated. " And although the industry has made great strides toward commercializing full-scale 
second-generation biofuels, production of ceilulosic ethanol and other advanced alternatives has fallen 


" Testimony of Adam Sieminski, Administrator, Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, before the 
Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, June 26, 2013. 
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well short of required targets set in law. EIA now projects that only 0.5 of the 16-billion-gallon 
cellulosic ethanol mandate will be produced in 2022.'^ Meanwhile, the scale to which com ethanol 
production has increased since 2007 has turned out to be disastrous for our environment, and has 
produced unintended consequences for consumers and across wide swaths of our economy. 

In light of these realities, it is well past time to re-examine U.S. biofuels policy. 


'■ Testimony of Charles Drevna, President, American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers, before the Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, July 23, 2013. 
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Question from Senator David Vitler 

1.) Assuming EPA’s waiver methodology is in place annually, if you had your choice between 
status quo or making reform to the program, which would you choose? 

Congress - not the Environmental Protection Agency - should determine the right path of the RFS. EPA 
has stated that it does not expect to issue a final rule for the 2014 RFS standards until this summer - far 
past the statutory deadline. Similarly, EPA published the final 2013 RFS standards more than eight 
months late. The status quo creates uncertainty for investors, fuel producers, refiners and consumers, and 
places significant burdens on EPA and the Administration. Updating the RFS to reduce the mandate for 
com ethanol and subject it to the same environmental standards as other biofuels will provide a powerful 
signal to the market, reduce the regulatory burdens being placed on EPA, and produce greater 
environmental benefits than current policies. While EWG does not support repeal of the RFS, we 
believe that important refomis are needed to set the program on a realistic path, and that ultimately 
Congress is the appropriate body to make such changes. 
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Questions from Senator John Barrasso: 

1.) In July of 2013, you testified before the House of Representatives that: 

our ethanol policies will continue fto] raise the cost of basic staples for American 
consumers and increase the number of food-insecure people around the globe. 

In 2012, the Director-General of the U.N. Food and Agricultural Organization called on the 
Obama Administration to suspend the RFS. The Director-General indicated that suspending the 
RFS would help reduce global food prices. 

On December 10, 2013, two global hunger organizations — Oxfam America and Action Aid — 
signed a letter calling for the repeal of the corn ethanol mandate. Your organization, and dozens 
of other organizations, including groups representing food producers, also signed this letter. 

Would you explain in greater detail how the RFS increases food prices for (A) American families 
as well as (B) the world’s poor? 

A) The National Academy of Sciences synthesized the conclusions of eleven studies that examined the 
2007 to 2008 food price spikes, finding that between 20 and 40 percent of the increase in commodity 
prices was attributable to expanded biofuels production.'^ The expansion of the com ethanol market 
increased com prices by 36% from 2000 to 2009. Feed makes up such a high proportion of the costs of 
producing meat and dairy; therefore, these higher feed costs harm livestock producers and meat 
processors. After increasing the corn ethanol mandate in 2007, the Consumer Price Index for meat, 
poultry, fish and eggs accelerated by 79%.'^ The retail prices of beef rose by 1 1 percent and pork rose 
by 14 percent from 2008 to 201 1."^ These price increases were in response to reducing herd sizes when 
commodity prices spiked in 2008.'^ Corn price increases not only hurt American families, but they also 
have had dramatic effects on the world’s poor. 

B) A 2012 OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook Report found that trends in food prices arc particularly 
sensitive to biofuels mandates in developed countries.'^ Notably, the Obama administration’s Council of 
Economic Advisers warns that increasing production of food-based fuels such as ethanol “not only 
increases the demand for agricultural feedstocks but may also make demand less clastic through such 
measures as bioftiel blending requirements. As such, integration [of food and energy markets] can cause 
shocks in one market to be transmitted to another.'^ The corn ethanol mandate increases the sensitivity 
of prices to shocks, such as drought or pests, by as much as 50 percent. Price spikes are fell especially 
hard in developing nations where up to three-quarters of per capita income is spent on food. Researchers 
e.stimate that from 2006 until 2010-201 1, US ethanol expansion cost corn importing developing nations 


NAS at 132. 

EWG (2012), EWG Guide lo Understanding Ethanol. http://www .cwt». org/ro se arcli/cthanol-rcporf-2012 
Elman, Thomas (2012), The RFS: Fuel and Food Prices, and the Need for Statutory Flexibility. 

*‘NAS at 133. 

Ibid 

OECD-FAO (2012), OECD-FAO Agriculiural Outlook 2012-20121, OECD Publishing and FAO. 

' * Council of Economic Advisors (2013), Economic Report of the President at 257. 
hH p:/.'’www.whitehouse.tzov/.silcs/defauli/nie.'-./docsArD20l3/RRP20l3 Ch an ter H.od f 
Hertel (2010), cited in NAS at 136, 
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$6.6 billion in higher com prices, and cost Mexico alone an additional $1.1 billion in corn import 
costs. Oxfam calculates that biofuels policies have endangered the livelihoods of 100 million people 
and have dragged more than 30 million into poverty 


2.) In July of 2013, you testified before the House of Representatives that: 

full implementation of the RFS, including the development and use of second- 
generation biofuels, would. ./substantially increase the portion of agricultural land 
needed for biofuel production’. ..and result in almost no change in greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

At that time, you also testified that: 

some second-generation fuels do not contribute to the conversion of land or increase 
the use of farm chemicals. 

Finally, you testified before the Senate that: 

some second-generation biofuels [do not) creatjej new environmental challenges, 
increasefe] food prices or requi{e| costly engine and infrastructure improvements. 

Which second-generation biofuels do not pose similar economic and environmental threats as corn 
ethanol? 

Com ethanol production poses environmental and economic threats because it competes for land that 
would otherwise be used for food or feed production, and it increases the price of com globally. Biofuels 
produced from crop and forest residues, and municipal solid wastes do not compete for land used for 
food production. However, producing 16 billion gallons of cellulosic ethanol as mandated by the RFS 
would require additional feed-stocks, especially considering some crop residues should be left on the 
field in order to maintain soil fertility. Therefore meeting the RFS by 2022 requires we incorporate 
additional crop lands or marginal lands for feedstock production. Biofuels produced from grasses 
(switchgrass and Miscanthus are of particular interest) could be produced from marginal lands or on the 
buffer strips of existing croplands. These cellulosic biofuels have the potential to sequester more carbon 
than com ethanol, if they do not compete with croplands used for feed and food production. *■ 


ActionAid Internationa! USA (2012), Fueling the Food Crisis: The Cost to Developing Countries of US Corn Ethanol 
Expansion htt D://w\vw.asc.i ufts.edu/ed ae/P ubs/’rp/ ActionAid Fuelinp Food.. CllSi^Pili' 

Oxfam (2008), Another Inconvenient Truth: How Biofuel Policies are Deeping Poverty and Accelerating Climate Change. 
Fargione (2010), See also Hill et al (2009), Climate Change and Health Costs of Air Emissions from Biofuels and 
Gasoline, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 
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Question from Senator Roger F. Wicker: 

1 .) Mr. Faber, you referenced loss of native grasslands and wetland habitat in your testimony, and 
I understand that the Environmental Working Group has also issued a recent report on this 
subject. I gather that not only does this loss of habitat negatively impact upland birds but the loss 
of duck breeding habitat could have serious implications ail the way down the flyway as far as my 
state, Mississippi. Could you expand further on this problem? 

Much of the conversion of wetlands and grasslands occurring in the Midwest, including the Prairie 
Pothole Region, is critical breeding habitat for ducks in the Mississippi and Louisiana flyways. Millions 
of ducks and geese pass through the PPR, which has suffered significant losses or degradation since 
1 984. In the Dakotas, more than 3.2 million acres of habitat were destroyed between 2008 and 2011."^ 
Experts also estimate that 1.4 million small wetlands in the eastern Dakotas, which are especially 
important for breeding ducks, are at high risk of being drained. If they were to dry up, the number of 
breeding ducks could decline by 37 percent, according to the predictions.'^ 

EWG used modern mapping and geospatial technologies to analysis the alarming trend of land 
conversion in these areas. Our analysis revealed that from 2008 to 2012, 1.9 million acres of wetlands 
and nearby habitat went under the plow."*^ Even more troubling, the mapping shows that conversion of 
these fragile lands is concentrated in regions that are both ecologically important and highly vulnerable 
to degradation.^^ 

These findings echo research by scientists at South Dakota State University, which concluded that 1.3 
million acres of grassland in the Western Corn Belt had been converted to com and soybean fields 
between 2006 and 2011.'^^ Disturbingly, the authors pointed out that planting of row crops in what had 
been grassland was “concentrated in close proximity to wetlands, posing a threat to waterfowl breeding 
in the Prairie Pothole Region.”^' They concluded that the accelerating trend “represents a persistent shift 
in land use rather than short-term variability in crop rotation patterns. 

Conservationists have expressed their concerns that the com ethanol mandate is driving the conversion 
of grasslands and acres enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program to com fields, encouraging 
erosion close to supported waterfowl nesting habitat and causing reductions in wildlife populations in 
areas where hunting is an economic driver for loeal communities.^^ 


Ducks Unlimited, Praire Pothole Region. http://wM 'w.ducks.ore/'conserva(i o n./'nrairie-po thole-region 
EWG (2012), Plowed Under at 10. 

Hyui 

Ibid 

EWG (2013), Going Going Gone. 

Ibid 

Wright and Wimberly (2013), Recent Land Use Change in the Western Corn Belt Threatens Grasslands and Wetlands, 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 

Ibid 

Ibid 

Boone & Crockett Club, in a letter to the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, December 10, 2013. 
h«mzTc dn.ewg.ot-a/siles./defaii}t/fiies/ul2Q/Boonc%26 Crockett Cliih t o EPW re RFS. 12.10.13.Dd f 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you very much. And we complete with a 
majority witness, Mr. Brooke Coleman, Executive Director, Ad- 
vanced Ethanol Coalition. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF BROOKE COLEMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ADVANCED ETHANOL COUNCIL 

Mr. Coleman. Thank you. Good morning Chairwoman Boxer, 
Ranking Member Vitter and members of the Committee, my name 
is Brooke Coleman. I am the Executive Director of the Advanced 
Ethanol Council. 

The Advanced Ethanol Council represents worldwide leaders in 
the effort to develop and commercialize the next generation of eth- 
anol fuels. We were founded by corporate leaders to establish one 
voice for the advanced and cellulosic ethanol industry and we 
maintain a partnership with the Renewable Euels Association. 

I, too, have submitted voluminous written testimony like my col- 
leagues have, but I want to make a couple of points in the time 
that I have. 

Eirst, the Eederal Renewable Euels Standard is basically an ad- 
vanced biofuel development policy at this point. Ninety percent of 
the gallons left in the policy are advanced biofuel gallons. Critics 
want to make the policy all about corn ethanol because they think 
it puts them in the best position to succeed legislatively, politically 
and from a public relations perspective. But what is really at stake 
here is the emergence of a new low carbon industry via both stand- 
alone plants and bolt-on technologies at existing plants. 

If this country is going to lead the world in innovation, create 
new jobs, further reduce dependence on foreign oil and mitigate cli- 
mate change emissions, it must reject backward thinking and move 
forward. And the RES does that. 

Second, proposals to open up the RES are the policy equivalent 
of exporting the advanced biofuel opportunity to other countries 
like Brazil and China. The United States is not going to make a 
$12 billion per month commitment to clean energy, like China has. 
The U.S. has not made a commitment to biofuel infrastructure and 
flex-fuel vehicles like Brazil has. What we have is the RES, de- 
scribed by one of my members as the gold standard globally for ad- 
vanced biofuel policy. 

A recent report by Navigant Consulting in my home State of 
Massachusetts looked at the country ranking for advanced biofuel 
development and it found that the United States is No. 1 because 
of the RES: “The United States is currently home to estimated 67 
percent of global ventures in advanced biofuels, and the Renewable 
Euels Standard will keep the U.S. at the epicenter of the market 
going forward.” 

Less than 6 years after the signing of RES II by President Bush, 
and notwithstanding our 100-year recession, we now have plants in 
places like Vero Beach, Elorida, and Columbus, Mississippi. We are 
finishing construction on a plant in Hugoton, Kansas, where at one 
point recently there were 100 construction workers and engineers, 
1,000, I apologize, 1,000 construction workers and engineers in a 
town of 1,400. 

Third, I would encourage the Committee to take a really hard 
look at the arguments being made against the RES. There is an ex- 
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traordinary amount of misinformation flowing around this regula- 
tion, including in this room. We all know that the oil industry has 
enough money to make it seem like it is raining on a sunny day 
and that is what is going on right here. The RFS is increasing food 
prices, we have heard. But the Food Index for food prices over the 
last 8 to 10 years is going down, not up. We heard that high rent 
prices are a cost of compliance that will ultimately increase gas 
prices. 

The oil industry has been here telling you that, until quarterly 
earnings calls reveal that companies like BP, ExxonMobil, Hess, 
Murphy, Marathon and Phillips 66 have all reported no significant 
costs and actually, in most cases, profit from the higher RIN prices 
that were being traded in 2013. That is because they receive the 
RIN for free when they buy a gallon of renewable fuel. You cannot 
have the same dollar be a cost and a profit. That is Economics 101. 

Finally, a really important question is often overlooked. If not re- 
newable fuel gallons, then what? It is not 2005 gasoline in the rule. 
It is unconventional oil coming in on the margin of the industry. 
If that is where we want to go as a policy, that is a more expensive 
product, it is a more carbon-intensive product, and it is a more eco- 
logically damaging product. 

Going forward, to close, it is absolutely critical for Congress to 
leave the RFS alone. Tens of billions of dollars have been invested 
with the expectation that Congress will not change the rules in the 
middle of the game. The program is disruptive, but it is disruptive 
by design with flexibility. 

I would hope that the Committee will consider the idea that the 
program is getting all this attention not because it is broken, but 
because it is working. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Coleman follows:] 
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Good morning, Chairwoman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter, and Members of the Committee. 
My name is Brooke Coleman and I am the Executive Director of the Advanced Ethanol Council (AEC), 

The Advanced Ethanol Council represents worldwide leaders in the effort to develop and 
commercialize the next generation of ethanol fuels and products, ranging from cellulosic ethanol 
made from switchgrass, wood chips and agricultural waste to advanced ethanol made from 
sustainable energy crops, municipal solid waste and algae. Our members include those endeavoring 
to operate production facilities, those interested in augmenting conventional biofuel plants with 
"bolt on" or efficiency technologies, and those developing and deploying the technologies necessary 
to make advanced biofuel production a commercial reality. 

This is an important and timely hearing, and we are honored to be here today to discuss 
renewable fuels and the emerging advanced biofuels industry. 

It is probably safe to say that any assessment of the domestic renewable fuels industry 
begins and ends with the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). It is probably also safe to say that 
the RFS is a disruptive policy that has caught the attention of incumbent industries, the media, and a 
wide range of public advocacy groups. The underlying question seems to be: is the RFS garnering this 
much attention because it's not working, or because it's working exactly as designed? 

1. The RFS is working as designed 

The RFS is an aggressive but flexible program that requires obligated parties to blend 
increasing volumes of various types of renewable fuel over time. When RFS2 was passed in 2007, 
Congress divided the 36 billion gallon per year (by 2022) blending standard into two primary 
categories: conventional biofuels (15 billion gallons per year) and advanced biofuel (21 billion gallons 
per year). The conventional biofuel requirement increases to 15 bgy by 2015, then "flat lines" at this 
level through 2022. The advanced biofuel requirement started with 600 million gallons in 2009 and 
increases to 21 billion gallons annually in 2022. 

The beauty of the RFS is its flexibility in the context of constantly changing global financial 
and energy markets. Contrary to claims made by representatives of the oil industry, the program is 
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not requiring obligated parties to do something they cannot do. The ethanol industry has produced 
more than enough fuel to meet the conventional standard, and administrative flexibility in the 
advanced pool has allowed these blending targets to be achieved through the use of biodiesel, cane 
ethanol and other types of advanced biofuel. While it is true that the cellulosic biofuels industry has 
not produced enough fuel to meet the cellulosic targets set forth by Congress in the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007, the standards within the advanced biofuel pool are nested 
and administratively flexible. U.S. EPA has waived more than 98 percent of the cellulosic obligation to 
date while facilitating broader RES compliance with other advanced biofuels.* The advanced biofuels 
industry also expects to provide sufficient volumes of biofuel In 2013 to meet the originally legislated 
RES targets. Simply put, this is a tremendous accomplishment during very difficult economic times. 

But as the RES drives increasing quantities of renewable fuel into the marketplace, and forces 
incumbent industries to truly diversify their fuel portfolios, it is important to focus on how the 
program works at a more granular level. The key is to focus on the program’s compliance protocol; or 
more specifically, how Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs) work to change market behavior. 
Individual obligated parties {usually refiners or importers) must blend a certain volume of renewable 
fuel per year based on their respective share of the total non-renewable gasoline and diesel market. 
Obligated parties have the option of complying with the RES by blending actual liquid renewable fuel 
gallons or by buying RINs on the open market. One RIN is generated per gallon of renewable fuel at 
the point of production. RINs then enter the market (free of charge) attached to the gallon of 
renewable fuel at the point of sale, but can then be separated from the liquid gallon for sale on the 
open market.* Compliance is achieved by retiring the right number of RINs with U.S. EPA every year. 
Obligated parties have the flexibility to defer some of their compliance obligation from year to year, 
and retire RINs secured from prior years to demonstrate compliance with U.S. EPA. In essence, 
obligated gasoline and diesel fuel refiners and importers get a RIN for free when they purchase a 
gallon of renewable fuel, which they can then retire that year to demonstrate compliance, hold for 
future compliance, or sell for a profit on the open market. 

One of the focal points of the oil industry's attempt to rationalize amendment or repeal of 
the RES at the legislative level is the miscasting of recently increasing RIN prices relative to the so- 
called blend wall and gas prices. Some major oil companies are arguing that they cannot blend more 
renewable fuel because of the "blend wall," that higher RIN prices reflect the need to buy RINs 
instead of gallons to meet the RES; and, that higher RIN prices will ultimately result In higher gas 
prices during the economic recovery. This is a creative argument, but it is not true. 


‘ The requirement for cellulosic biofuels constitutes 16 of the 21 billion gallon advanced requirement, but Congress gave 
U.S. EPA the administrative flexibility to adjust downward the target for cellulosic biofuels based on expected supply. In 
essence, this means that RFS2 is a 20 billion gallon per year standard with 16 billion gallons per year waivable "adder" for 
cellulosic biofuels that can be adjusted over time by U.S. EPA based on the forecasted emergence of the industry, 

* See httD://www.eia.E!ov/todavinenerev/detail.cfm?id=11511 . 
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The RFS is actually well-engineered to address the so-called blend wall (and other types of oil 
industry intransigence) on its own and without consumer cost. That is, when an oil company refuses 
to blend more liquid biofuel, they can buy a RIN on the open market instead. If a significant number 
of oil companies refuse to blend liquid gallons and seek RINs on the open market, RIN trading and 
values will increase as a result of their affirmative non-compliance. Higher RIN prices then provide an 
extra incentive for other obligated parties to blend liquid renewable fuel gallons, because they 
acquire a valuable and saleable RIN free of charge with each gallon of renewable fuel purchased. In 
essence, higher RIN values reward good behavior and facilitate the objectives of the RFS. 

Higher RIN prices are not costing consumers money for two primary reasons: (1) higher RIN 
values are largely incenting the increased use of a renewable fuel that is up to $1 cheaper than 
gasoline, which cut consumer spending by $700 billion to $2.6 trillion in 2013, according to an oil 
economist; and, (2) many oil companies are now on record on earnings calls attesting to the fact that 
they are the ones profiting from higher RIN values, because they get the RIN for free when they buy a 
gallon of renewable fuel and can sell it to other obligated parties.’ In other words, obligated parties 
buy and sell RINs amongst themselves after receiving them for free. For this reason, oil industry 
claims about higher RIN prices increasing gas prices defy basic logic. And there is always the option to 
avoid buying RINs all together by simply blending more renewable fuel. 

Oil industry claims that they cannot physically blend more renewable fuel also do not survive 
closer scrutiny. Obligated parties can blend more E15 (15% ethanol by content), ESS (85% ethanol by 
content), biodiesel (most engines are warrantied to handle higher biodiesel blends), and/ or more 
renewable diesel. With regard to ESS, there were enough "flex-fuel" vehicles on the road in 2012 to 
consume 3 billion additional gallons of ethanol if, according to independent analysis, price per mile 
costs aligned with ElO.* The chart below shows steeply increasing ESS sales in Minnesota during the 
spring, summer and fall of 2013 when RIN prices started to show value and ESS started to be priced 
below ElO. This trend was occurring in many other states at the same time. 

As discussed, ESS is not the only option for compliance going forward in the immediate term. 
E15 is now legal for 2001 and newer vehicles, which represents about two-thirds of the passenger 
vehicles on the road today. E15 is a premium, high octane fuel that, if priced correctly, would be 
cheaper than standard 87-octane blends. In discussing the interests of the oil industry relative to the 
RFS and the blend wall, oil industry economist Phil Verleger put it simply, "(tjhe oil industry doesn't 
like to sell less oil ... [tjhey want to get the [RFS] program changed so that they can sell more gasoline 
and not have to use as much ethanol."’ The battle for market access is critical to the emergence of 
the advanced biofuels because second generation biofuel developers need to be able to demonstrate 


For consumer savings, see: http://www.pkverlegerllc.com/3ssets/documents/130923 Commentarvl.odf . For summary of 
oil companies RIN profits, see: http://www.fuelsameric 3 .org/blog/entrv/somethine-funnv-about-those-oil-companv-Drofits . 
"See htto://www.card. iastate.edu/publications/dbs/Drtffiles/13obtS.nrlf 
See: audio, http://www.zimmcomm.biz/rfa/rins-vefteger.mo3 
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a reasonable expectation of market (i.e. demand) in order to secure project finance. As such, the 
solution to the blend wall is consistent and unwavering administration of the program, which In turn 
is both a long- and short-term solution to high gas prices. Softening the RFS in any way to address the 
blend wall will actually perpetuate the blend wall as a construct to dampen innovation and 
competition, which will cost consumers at the pump and undercut innovation in the sector. 


Recent E85 sales data from MN (2013) 


0% 

“5% 

- 10 % 

g 

1 -IS* 
S 

s -20* 

I 

m -'2S* 

% 

Ui 

-30% 

-35% 

-40% 


- >2: S < S ^ • 

Potential** 


700% 

600% 

01 

E 

t|5go% 

■S 400% 

•ft 

tn 

ea 

c 300% 

1 ' 

g 200% ' 

c 

100 % ' 

0 % 

^Average* ■‘^-Highest volume* 


Source; 

state of Minnesota; Presented by Butamax Advanced Biofuels. Senate Briefing, November 2013 


2. Advanced and cellulosic biofuels are breaking through at commercial scale notwithstanding 
very challenging financial markets 

While the delta between the legislated targets and actual production for cellulosic biofuel is 
not a policy problem given the administrative flexibility built into the regulation, it has created optics 
issues for our industry and political opportunity for the oil industry. However, by any standard, the 
cellulosic biofuel industry is making tremendous progress. 

As shown in the Progress Report recently released by the Advanced Ethanol Council (see U.S. 
Map below), the industry is breaking through at commercial scale less than six years after the 
enactment of RFS2 and notwithstanding the global recession.® And as noted by a recent assessment 
by U.S. EPA, the production cost of cellulosic biofuels continues to fall; the industry continues to 
make significant progress towards producing cellulosic biofuel at prices competitive with petroleum 
fuels; cellulosic biofuel producers faced not only the challenge of the scale-up of Innovative, first-of- 
kind technology, "but also the challenge of securing funding in a difficult economy;’’ it is reasonable 

^ See AEC Progress Report; Cellulosic Biofuels at http://ethanolrfa.3cdn.net/96a2f9e04eb357fabbd lsm6vadqk.pd f. 
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to expect production and capital costs to continue to decline as more facilities come online and the 
so-called "commercial learning curve" is achieved; and, first commercial projects in the pipeline for 
cellulosic biofuels have made great progress in securing the necessary feedstock for their plants/ 
These industrial benchmarks are also widely reported in a number of academic studies.® For example, 
an industry survey conducted by Bloomberg New Energy Finance concluded that "[t]he operating 
costs of the [cellulosic biofuel] process have dropped significantly since 2008 due to leaps forward in 
the technology [emphasis added]... [f]or example, the enzyme cost for a litre of cellulosic ethanol has 
come down 72% between 2008 and 2012.”® Very simply, the best way to for Congress to facilitate 
the ongoing development of the advanced biofuels industry Is to leave the RFS alone. The program 
will continue to work if policy uncertainty is kept to a minimum. 

Locations of Projects Profiled by AEC Progress Report “ 


Each project is profiled in detail in the report 
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' See Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2012-0546: Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 2013 Renewable Fuel Standards 
See: Cellulosic Ethanol Heads for Cost-Competiveness by 2016, htW://about.bnef.com/oress-releases/cpllulasic-ethanoh 
t}S . 9 . ds-fpr<ost-con T petitiveness-by-201 6/ ; Brown, T., Brown, R, "A review of ceiiutosic biofuel commercial-scale projects in 
the United States." Biofuels, Bioprod. Bioref. DOI:10.1D02/bbb.l387 (2013). 

^^5ce http://about.bnef . com/press-rele3ses/ceMuiosic-ethanoi-heads-for-CQst.comoetifiveness-hv-2016/ 

To view full AEC Progress report, see http://ethanolrfa.3cdn.net/96a2f9en4ph357hbbd 1 sm6vadak.Ddf . 
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It is Important to note that the projects being developed by the advanced and cellulosic 
biofuels industry are producing and will produce the lowest carbon liquid fuels in the world. 

Cellulosic ethanol, for example, is: (a) vastly more carbon reductive than its primary competitor on 
the margin of the petroleum industry {tar sands, heavy oil, tight oil); (b) vastly more carbon reductive 
than the baseline used to analyze the RFS -2005 gasoline; and, (c) significantly more carbon 
reductive than technologies often regarded to be the most innovative (electric drive, hydrogen). 

California Air Resources Board Carbon Intensity Comparison 

Baseline: The carbon intensity of unconventional petroleum Is ~ 10S+ g/MJ 
Note: Many waste to-ethanot fuels are carbon reductive (i.e. less than 0 g/MJ) 
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Source; iCF International 

3. The U.S. government has always used federal policy to promote energy security and jobs 
and avoid the pitfalls of being dependent on other countries for energy supply; the RFS is a 
cost-effective and appropriate way to support the renewable fuels Industry, especially in 
the context of substantial existing support for the fossil fuel industry 

The RFS does not exist in a vacuum. It was certainly designed and implemented to benefit 
the renewable fuels industry, but it exists over the top of a myriad of other government programs 
promoting the development of non-renewable fuels to facilitate economic development, energy 
security and/or Job creation. While many of these policies lie outside of the jurisdiction of this 
committee, ongoing support for bioenergy from programs within the jurisdiction of this committee 
should not be analyzed with a mythical baseline in which supports for biofuels are In any way unique. 
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The fossil fuels Industry, in particular, enjoys the benefit of a number of unique federal tax 
allowances - unavailable to renewable fuels — that de-risk the ongoing development of oil and gas 
resources relative to other sources of liquid fuel. For example, a recent study estimates that fossil 
fuels received 70 percent of U.S. federal energy subsidies between 2002 and 2008, to the tune of 
more than $70 billion during this time period. This number does not include the loopholes in oil 
and gas laws that, according to the Government Accountability Office (GAO), allowed petroleum 
companies to forego paying $53 billion in royalty payments, over just four years, for extracting 
natural resources from lands owned by the American taxpayer. The federal government also helps 
incumbent industries develop new technologies. According to a recent Congressional Research 
Service report, [f]or the period from 1948 through 2012, 11.6% of Department of Energy R&D 
spending went to renewables, 9.7 % to efficiency, 25% to fossil energy, and 49.3% to nuclear.^^ 

The RFS, by contrast, Is a flexible blending requirement that costs the U.S. Treasury virtually 
nothing (either via direct payments or foregone revenue) but nonetheless has resulted in the 
development of an entirely new industry that creates jobs, reduces gas prices, lessens foreign oil 
dependence, mitigates climate change emissions from the liquid fuel sector, and provides an 
alternative to costly "high carbon" fuel sources like heavy oil, tight oil and tar sands. 

Some oil industry trade associations have suggested that we no longer need the RFS because 
of recent successes in the Bakken and other tight oil reserves. As discussed below, this argument 
relies on a fantastical view of what lies beneath the ground in these tight oil formations and their 
potential to reorder influence in world oil markets. But from the perspective of government support, 
it is important to note that federal policy also unleashed these energy plays. In June 2012, the Senate 
Finance Committee received testimony from the largest leaseholder in the nation's largest oil play 
(the Bakken) about the importance of tax incentives for new energy production. Among other points, 
the CEO of Continental Resources stated: 

There Is good reason that when the tax code was reformed in 1986, a bipartisan 
majority recognized the Importance of leaving the tax provisions of the American 
independent oil and gas industry intact. This decision played a significant role in the 
technology-driven oi! and gas renaissance we are currently experiencing. 

... The development of horizontal drilling took trial and error. Without the current 
capital [federal taxi provisions in place, we would not have been able to fail over and 
over again [emphasis added), which is what it took to advance the technology needed to 
produce the Bakken and numerous other resource plavs across America [emphasis 
added] . And this technology that allows us to drill two miles down, turn right, go 
another two miles and hit a target the size of a lapel pin is the technology that has 
unlocked the resources that make energy Independence a reality. 


See http://www.elistore.org/Data/prQduct5/dl9 07.pdf . 
See http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R522858.pdf 
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This paradigm shift in American oii and gas exploration brings with it high-paying jobs, 
increased tax revenues, and economic growth, while lessening our dependence on 
foreign oil. But it depends on substantial amounts of capital. The tax orovisions that let 
us keep our own money [emphasis added) to reinvest in drilling are crucial to keep this 
energy revival going.'’ 

It is critical to point out that cellulosic biofuel producers and "tight oil" producers have 
something in common; they are both endeavoring to supply the country and world markets with 
what the Energy Information Administration (EIA) terms "unconventional fuel." While facing similar 
technology risk, the cellulosic biofuels industry does not receive the same tax treatment as 
companies like Continental Resources (from the perspective of value or duration). 

4. The idea that America no longer faces a serious oil dependence problem is myth, and 
weakening the RFS would make Americans and the U.S. economy more vulnerable to the 
clear risks of its ongoing over dependence on only one type of fuel 

Oil dependence is well-recognized as a serious threat to the economic well-being of the 
United States. In discussing the impact of high oil prices on the U.S. economic recovery. Central bank 
chairman Ben Bernanke recently stated that, "sustained rises in the prices of oil or other 
commodities would represent a threat both to economic growth and to overall price stability, 
particularly if they were to cause inflation expectations to become less well anchored. Americans 
transferred nearly $1 trillion to OPEC member states during what was termed the oil price spike of 
2008, in just 6-8 months. 2013 EIA forecasts suggest that trends above $100 per barrel are not a 
spike, but are instead a new equilibrium.” 

The oil industry argues that recent discoveries of tight oil and technological breakthroughs 
for accessing these reserves change the equation when it comes to oil dependence. But the recent 
increase in domestic oil production does not mitigate the risks of oil dependence. First, while 
domestic oil production is up, the consumer cost (i.e. financial drain) of oil dependence is actually 
expected to increase. The increasing cost of oil dependence stems from multiple factors, including 
but not limited to: (1) the fact that the U.S. supplies only 8 percent of the world's oil and the "boom" 
in 2012 only increased U.S. output by 12 percent; (2) the fact that light sweet crude reserves appear 
to be in steep decline in the face of quickly increasing demand from countries like China and India; 
and, (3) the new types of unconventional oil coming online are expensive to extract. 


" Sgg httD://www.financG.sGnate.eov/imo/media/doc/Hamm%20Testimonvl.pdf, p. 2. 

“ See httD://abcnews.eo.com/blng.s/r>olitics/2011/03/bernanke-warns-risinfi-oil-prices-could-pose-threat-to-economv/ 

” See httD://www.eia.eov/forecasts/steo/odf/steo full.pdf 
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NET EXPENDITURES FOR IMPORTS OF 
CRUDE OIL AND PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 

$434 



o 


g $100 


M 

PO 

NJ 

M 

Ni 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NO 

NJ 

O 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

Q 

o 

o 


(-» 



NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

NJ 

CaJ 

UJ 

UJ 


UJ 


NJ 


cr» 

CO 

O 


4^ 

cn 

CO 

O 

NJ 


a\ 

CO 

o 


Source: RFA. based on data from the U.S. Energy Information Administration 


Second, current global reserves of petroleum-based unconventional fuel (heavy oil, tight oil, 
etc.) are not proven reserves. In other words, while these reserves have been discovered via 
advanced imaging, it is not clear that they can be recovered. An April 2013 article in Science states, 
"data on reserves of many unconventional sources are now regarded as optimistic, compounded by 
thermodynamic inefficiencies in the processes, often relying on high energy inputs, [that] will 
ultimately limit the net gain to provide fuel quantities well below predicted figures."*® Historically, 
overstating the potential impact of new oil reserves is nothing new. The oil industry and its analysts 
have a long history of way overestimating the vastness of its claimed reserves (see attachment). 

The uncertainty and risk surrounding the viability of unconventional oil reserves is 
compounded by the fact that there is virtually no transparency when it comes to "source data" for 
the myriad of claims about future oil markets made on an everyday basis by analysts in the sector. 
For example, Russia (one of the world's largest conventional oil producers) declared all oil data a 
state secret in 2004. Neither Saudi Arabia nor Venezuela share data publicly when they make claims 
about future capacity. OPEC members have the incentive to inflate reserves because quotas are 
based on reported reserves; the higher the reported reserve, the higher the quota relative to other 
members. There is also the challenge of attracting investment, from both government and outside 
sources. As discussed in the aforementioned article in Science, "there are political and financial 
pressures to misreport figures ... [and] there are fears that Saudi oil reserves (and others) may have 
been over-estimated by at least 40% ... [ajt best Saudi reserves are seen as near maturity," given that 


chapman, I., The end of Peak Oil? Why this topicis still relevant despite recent denials, Energy Policy {2013}. 
http://dx.doi.Org/10.1016/ienDol.2013.05.010 . 
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7 million barrels of sea water are being injected in the main field on a daily basis to increase flow,” 
John Hofmeister, former President of Shell Oil, recently told CNBC that, "I think OPEC is about maxed 
out ... when people talk about spare capacity in OPEC, I don't see it. I just don't see it coming through 
and I'm not sure it's there. And it's not just that they're greedy, but they're really producing what 
they can produce."*® 

OPEC and the oil industry also have the incentive of exaggerating the size and accessibility of 
"new reserves" to weaken political and market interest in developing alternatives. OPECfirst 
admitted Its focus on alternative fuels in 2006, when it openly admitted that its price setting is 
designed partially to deter their use.” Likewise, the Bakken reserve is often used to support the 
thesis that the United States no longer needs the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). But the 4.3 billion 
barrels of technically recoverable tight oil from the Bakken (as estimated by the U.S, Geological 
Survey) is less than one year's worth of crude oil consumption by U.S. refineries. 

5. The RFS hedges oil supply risk for the American consumer and the U.S. economy while 

simultaneously promoting innovation as a free market would otherwise do on its own 

Given the lack of transparency with regard to global oil supply data, and the clear risks of 
ongoing dependence on petroleum, it is critical for Congress to stay aggressive with regard to 
developing alternatives to oil. As part of this imperative, it is important to recognize that federal 
policy is necessary because the market is not going to promote innovation on its own. 

In a price-driven competitive marketplace, the increasing cost and scarcity of crude oil would 
play to the benefit of alternatives such as advanced biofuels. Flowever, global liquid fuel markets are 
not free markets. They are collusively price-controlled by OPEC at the global level, and are extremely 
consolidated and vertically integrated domestically. The absence of free market forces in the liquid 
fuel marketplace are a problem for the advanced biofuels industry (and other innovators) because a 
non-competitive marketplace does not properly facilitate and reward innovation. Non-competitive 
and non-price driven markets are almost impossible to predict with regard to future demand 
opportunity, because the market does not behave based on free market fundamentals and the 
creation of a better product does not necessarily translate into market demand. This lack of 
predictability increases investment risk - or makes risk impossible to assess - which in turns drives 
investment and potential strategic partners to other sectors. 

Much of this testimony has been dedicated to the importance of the RFS with regard to 
providing biofuel innovators with a reasonable expectation of demand in a broken marketplace. But 
the value of the RFS can also be viewed through the lens of gas prices and oil supply risk, 

*' See Chapman, i., The end of Peak Oil? Why this topic is still relevant despite recent denials. Energy Policy (2013}. 
http://dx.doi.ore/10.1016/i.enDol.2Q13.05.010 at pp. 3, 4. 

See http://video.cnbc.CQm/ga Herv/?video=30QQ073805 . 

See http://www.foxnews.eom/stQrv/0, 2933, 222840,00.htTnl 
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The primary reason Americans are paying significantly more for a gallon of motor fuel or 
heating oil is the reduced availability of cheap crude oil supply relative to increased demand, and the 
market response (both direct and via speculation) to this dynamic. The RFS has driven the 
development of a new alternative fuel industry during a period of very high economic vulnerability 
and fuel prices in the United States. Speaking to this dynamic, energy economist Philip K. Verleger 
(who served as an advisor on energy issues to both the Ford and Carter administrations) recently 
said, "the U.S. renewable fuels program has cut annual consumer expenditures in 2013 between 
$700 billion and $2.6 trillion ... [t]his translates to consumers paying between $0.50 and $1.50 per 
gallon less for gasoline."™ Mr. Verleger notes that the RFS put the equivalent of Ecuador’s world oil 
output on the market during a period of extreme tightness: 

Had Congress not raised the renewable fuels requirement, commercial crude oil 
inventories at the end of August [2013] would have dropped to 5.2 million 
barrels, a level two hundred million barrels lower than at any time since 1990 ... 

[tjhe lower stocks would almost certainly have pushed prices higher. Crude oil 
today might easily sell at prices as high as or higher than in 2008. Preliminary 
econometric tests suggest the price at the end of August would have been $150 
per barrel." 

Renewable fuels reduce gas prices in two ways: (1) the predominant fuel used to date to 
meet the RFS is ethanol, which has been $.60 to $1.00 cheaper per gallon than wholesale gasoline for 
the bulk of the time that the RFS has been in place; and, (2) by adding supply to very tight oil 
markets, which reduces the impact of both perceived and real disruptions to supply and curtails 
speculative engagement by the markets. One would have to stand basic economics on its head to 
argue that reducing the use of renewable fuels will not increase gas prices. 

6. The climate change and environmental impacts of the RFS should not be analyzed in a 
vacuum; weakening the program would lead to a number of unintended consequences 
with regard to air quality, water quality and climate change 

Calls to waive or reduce the RFS targets are often made without apparent consideration for 
the fact that these gallons would need to be replaced with another (likely petroleum) liquid fuel. 
Petrobras chief Jose Sergio Gabrielli has declared that "the era of cheap oil Is over." This means that 
oil companies are shifting very quickly to increasing reliance on more expensive and riskier 
"unconventional” fuels - including tight oil (e.g. the Bakken), deep water (e.g. Gulf of Mexico, Deep 
Water Horizon) and Canadian tar sands (e.g. Keystone) - to meet the global demand for fuel 
energy. In essence, what the RFS does is send a signal to an oil-dominated marketplace to include 
renewable fuels in the quest to commercialize the next gallon of transportation fuel. In almost all 
cases, the real world alternative to renewable fuel on the margin of the global liquid fuel 
marketplace is going to be unconventional oil In the near to intermediate term. These fuels are not 

* See http://www.DkverlegErllc.CQm/3ssets/docijments/130923 Camntientarv.pdf . 

See http://www.ei3.gov/forEcasts/aEn/MT lioulilfuels.ctmllcrude oil 
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just more carbon intensive than the "2005 average petroleum" legislated by Congress in 2007 as the 
analytical baseline for RFS eligibility, they are far worse than all types of renewable fuels in a number 
of environmental areas. 

For example, numerous studies show that drilling through rock formations has the potential 
to release (in the absence of containment) a number of hazardous radioactive compounds, such as 
uranium and thorium, into local waterways and ecosystems.^ There is also the issue of groundwater 
contamination from oil and gas wells. The oil industry claims that these incidences are rare, and that 
generally speaking, oil and gas wells are constructed and abandoned following regulations that 
protect freshwater aquifers. In fact, the fracking industry is largely unregulated, and the incidences of 
groundwater pollution are much higher than that. For example, a recent study of documented 
groundwater contamination incidents in Ohio uncovered ~ 1 incident for every 180 O&G wells drilled 
during the 25-year study period, and that 22 % (41 out of 185) of these documented O&G-related 
incidents were related to leakage from orphaned wells.^’ With regard to surface water, many critics 
of the biofuel industry point to the impact of biofuel production and agriculture on water use and 
water quality. There is no question that biofuel production and agriculture require water usage. 
Flowever, as noted by a recent report by several analysts from the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
the oil and gas Industry generates more solid and liquid waste than municipal, agricultural, mining 
and other industrial sources combined.^’ And any literature review will demonstrate that while 
biofuel producers are using less and less water (more than 20 percent reduction in the last ten 
years), the processes required for the extraction of unconventional oil require more and more water. 
These oil and gas extraction processes, and their environmental impacts, are relevant to the RFS 
discussion because; (a) these are the types of petroleum-based fuels that will be used more 
intensively in the absence of renewable fuels, or instead of waiyed RFS gallons; and, (2) these fuels 
make up the real baseline when it comes to assessing the real environmental impacts of ethanol and 
other biofuels. As such, it is critical to assess the environmental impacts of ethanol and other biofuels 
relative to the most viable set of fuel alternatives in the immediate to Intermediate term. 

With regard to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the methodology used for assessing the 
GFIG impact of different categories of renewable fuel actually undercounts the real world GFIG 
benefits of producing and using renewable fuels. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
requires U.S. ERA to compare existing and prospective types of renewable fuel against the average 
carbon intensity of U.S. gasoline in 2005. This legislated baseline clarifies the assessment 
methodology for U.S. ERA, but undervalues the real world benefits of blending renewable fuels 
because the new types of petroleum coming into the global liquid fuel marketplace on the "margin" 


See Esther S. Parish, Keith L. Kline, Virginia, H. Dale, Rebecca A. Efroymson, Alien C. McBride, Timothy L. Johnson, Michael 
R. Hilliard, et al.. Comparing Scales of Environmental Effects from Gasoline and Ethanol Production, (2012). 

23 r 

See 

httD://fracfocus.org/sites/defauit/fiies/Dublications/state oii eas agency grouniJwater investigations optimized.pdf 
See Esther S. Parish, Keith L Kline, Virginia, H. Dale, Rebecca A. Efroymson, Alien C. McBride, Timothy L Johnson, Michael 
R. Hilliard, et al., Comparing Scales of Environmental Effects from Gasoline and Ethanol Production (2012), p. 26. 
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are significantly more carbon intensive than average gasoline in 200S. Put another way, while U.S. 
EPA has concluded that the biofuels being used underthe RES today meet or exceed the GHG 
standards legislated as part of EISA07 (i.e, as compared to 2005 gasoline), these renewable fuels are 
an alternative to other (petroleum-derived) liquid fuels on the margin that are significantly more 
carbon intensive than the 2005 petroleum baseline. For example, with the Keystone Pipeline 
question in mind, a recent report released by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) found that 
Canadian oil sands are 14-20 percent more carbon intensive than the 2005 EPA baseline.^® The report 
also quantified the carbon intensity of a number of other types of "marginal” petroleum, and found 
that many of the most common imports (e.g. Venezuela, Mexico, and Nigeria) are significantly more 
carbon intensive than the 2005 petroleum baseline. 

7. Changing the rules in the middle of the game would send a negative signal to investors 

interested in committing to clean energy development projects in the United States 

One of the many extraordinary aspects of the RES is the duration of the commitment (15+ 
years). Long-term policy commitments reduce investment risk and attract private capital from 
around the world to achieve the policy objective at hand. With the notable exception of the 
permanent federal tax incentives offered to fossil fuels and nuclear, we are unaware of any other 
federal energy policy that makes this type of longterm commitment to achieve energy security. In 
very simple terms, it is a cornerstone to dozens of U.S. advanced biofuel projects, such as those 
detailed in the AEC progress report, and potentially hundreds of projects in the future. As discussed, 
these projects are underdevelopment notwithstanding the lack of free market forces (that would 
otherwise reward innovation) because the RES partially ameliorates the non-competitive nature of 
the global fuels market by providing clear and predictable demand targets overtime. 

It would be a huge step backwards for the advanced biofuel industry - and U.S. energy policy 
credibility in general - if Congress decides to change its mind on a landmark energy policy just five 
years In to a fifteen year commitment. Changing the RES at this point will send a clear message to the 
energy investment marketplace (for this and other energy policies) that Congress is willing to change 
the rules in the middle of the game, strand billions of dollars of investments and drive future 
innovation spending to other countries or sectors based on spurious claims by incumbent industries. 

The oil industry understands sensitivity of the investment marketplace to the reality or 
appearance of policy uncertainty, which is why the oil trade associations are putting so much effort 
into creating the perpetual prospect that Congress will not honor its original 15 year commitment to 
the Rf5. It is important to note that this perpetually uncertain political landscape is a serious global 
competitiveness issue, because it stands in stark contrast to the extensive, multiyear commitments 
made by our competitors (e.g. China, Brazil) to the development of renewable energy. With specific 
regard to China, which spends nearly $12 billion per month on clean energy development, former 


” See http://www.fas.ore/sEp/crs/misc/R42537.Ddf 
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U.S. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke noted, "they're doing this because they really want to be the 
world's supplier of clean energy and they recognize this will support millions of jobs. 

Quite simply, the RFS is the global gold standard when it comes to advanced biofuel policy. It 
is the U.S. advantage when it comes to attracting a quickly innovating, global advanced biofuels 
industry to the U.S. soil, and it has already fundamentally changed the U.S. liquid fuel marketplace 
for the better. But if there is no certainty going forward around the policy commitments that 
Congress has made, the private sector is not going to take the capital risk in these projects despite 
the obvious value proposition of producing advanced biofuels at cost competitiveness with oil. 

As such, we strongly encourage the Committee to consider the fact that legislative 
intervention at this point in the deployment of the RFS is unwarranted, would send highly 
unproductive signals to the clean energy marketplace, and would be the equivalent of exporting the 
advanced biofuels industry opportunity to other countries that are maintaining their long-term 
commitment to renewable fuels. 

Recommendations: 

The Advanced Ethanol Council encourages Congress to pursue the following initiatives to 
facilitate the rapid deployment of advanced biofuels: 

1. Clearly message that the RFS is a landmark policy and should be left alone at the 
legislative level 

2. Work with U.S. ERA at the administrative level to address any concerns Congress might 
have, including the recent proposal to overly reduce the 2014 RVO 

3. Work with the committees of jurisdiction to take the biases out of the federal tax code 
that favor oil and gas development over renewable fuel development 

4. Continue to support a robust energy title in the farm bill in recognition of the fact that 
American agriculture is well-suited to produce food, feed and energy 

5. Facilitate a more price-driven, competitive marketplace by pursuing legislative (outside 
of the RFS) and administrative ways to open market access for biofuels via: (a) the more 
aggressive deployment of FFVs; (b) eliminating unnecessary delay with regard to RFS 
pathway approval and regulatory adjustments for legal fuel blends (e.g. RVP, E15); (c) the 
more aggressive deployment of higher biofuel blend refueling infrastructure; and, (d) 
closer scrutiny of potentially illegal oil industry behavior with regard to discouraging legal 
biofuel blending through franchise relationships. 

Thank you for the privilege of speaking before you today. I look forward to your questions. 


“ See htto://valeglnti3l.vale.edu/content/diin3s-ereen-3mbitiQn-u5-sees-red 
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Attachment A 

Easy Answers to a Number of Complex Allegations Made Against the RFS 


1 . 'The RFS has increased corn feed prices and hurt the livestock industry." 

Corn prices today are almost identical to corn prices on the day that President Bush signed RFS2 in 
December 2007. Generally, corn and other agricultural commodity prices have gone up and down 
with oil price as the economy adjusts to a new equilibrium in world oil markets. 

2. Higher RIN prices in 2013 are a cost of compliance for oil companies that will ultimately 
increase gas prices 

Many oil companies are now on record on earnings calls attesting to the fact that they are the ones 
profiting from higher RIN values, because they get the RIN for free when they buy a gallon of 
renewable fuel and can sell it to other obligated parties.” 

3. 'The RFS has increased food prices in the grocery aisle." 

Food prices are not increasing, and they are decreasing ogo/nst the increase in ethanol use. 


U.S. food Price Inflation and Ethanol Production 



See; http://www.fuelsamerica.org/blog/entfv/something-funnv-about-those-oil-comDanv-profits 
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4. "E15 is a threat to boaters and small engines." 

E15 is an option at the pump, as opposed to the new baseline fuel. Boaters and small engine users 
can simply fill up with other fuel to avoid higher ethanol blends if they want to. 

5. "The RFS increases the price of gasoline." 

Energy economist Philip K, Verleger (who served as an advisor on energy issues to both the Ford and 
Carter administrations) recently said, "the U.S. renewable fuels program has cut annual consumer 
expenditures in 2013 between $700 billion and $2.6 trillion ... [t]his translates to consumers paying 
between $0.50 and $1.50 per gallon less for gasoline."^ 

6. "The increased use of biofuels has resulted in the plowing of virgin and pristine land." 

The national agricultural footprint is not expanding, it's contracting. 

EPA Estimates of "Agricultural land" Relative 
to 2007 RFS Baseline 


405 

402 



.2007 20C8 .2010 30Ji 2052 


There is aiways some regional variation with regard to agricultural land use, but recent allegations 
about prairie conversion are misleading: 

• Critics of the RFS point to reduced acreage in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), but 
acreage in the program went down commensurate with the funding cut in the 2008 farm bill. 

• Allegations about "15 million more corn acres planted” are true, but should be considered 
relative to the more than 20 million acres of wheat taken out of production during the same 
period. Crops are generally rotating, not expanding. 

• Wheat acres dropped more than corn acres increased in the specific states that the 
Associated Press claimed were using pristine lands for corn ethanol production. 


See http://www.pkverleeerllc.com/assets/riocuments/130923 Commentarv.pdf . 
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7. "The RFS has not decreased climate change emissions." 

This claim is inconsistent with the position of U.S. ERA and relies on a distortion of their analysis. U.S. 
ERA debited biofuels ior future theoretical land use change and therefore decided to take into 
account future efficiencies relative to a 2005 gasoline baseline that is far dirtier today. Critics of the 
RFS want use future land use change penalties but eliminate future efficiencies with regard to 
production. 

8. "The boom in domestic oil production renders the RFS outdated policy." 

Americans and the U.S. economy are still at great risk to dwindling world supplies of oil. The increase 
in U.S. oil output (up 12% in 2012) pales in comparison to what is going on with OREC. John 
Hofmeister, former President of Shell Oil, recently told CNBC that, "I think OPEC is about maxed out 
... when people talk about spare capacity in OPEC, I don't see it. I just don’t see it coming through and 
Tm not sure it's there." 

In addition, oil analysts have a long history of vastly over estimating new reserves; 

a. In 2002, the U.S. Geological Survey estimated that the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska 
contained 10.6 billion barrels (mean estimate) of oil. In late 2010, US6S revised their 
estimate to 896 million barrels - a downward adjustment of roughly 90 percent.^’ 

b. When BP discovered the Thunder Horse field in the Gulf of Mexico in 1999, they estimated 
that the reserve contained more than a billion barrels of oil. The discovery fundamentally 
changed projections about U.S. oil capacity and was credited with changing the global price 
of oil. BP and partners built the largest oil platform in the Gulf. However, oil extraction was 
delayed by more than 3 years due to technical difficulties, and according to a consultant for 
oil exploration, "Thunder Horse hasn't reached anywhere near its expected potential."” 

c. Proponents of the "domestic oil boom" also point to a recent International Energy Agency 
(lEA) report concluding that U.S. dependence on foreign oil will come down significantly due 
to the recovery of very large "tight oil" reserves (e.g. the Bakken). This agency predicted in 
2000 that deep water reserves would supply massive quantities of oil to U.S. and global 
markets between 2000-2010, and oil prices would therefore be relatively low ($28.25 per 
barrel) in 2010. In fact, those reserves did not come online as quickly or as substantially as 
predicted (see above), and the price per barrel of oil in 2010 was $79.61.^' 


See http://www.newsminer.com/news/aiaska_new5/oil-estimates-slasiied-for-nationai.petroieum-reserve. 
alaska/article_999d982e.5823-59c2-82f7-8b6bb65d8fd6.html. 

See http://www.theoildrum.com/node/6415 . 

For more information, see article in Christian Science Monitor at httD://www. csmonitor.com/Environment/Eneriiv. 
Voices/2013/0520/When-oii-forecasts-eet-it.wrong . 
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United States Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works 

Answers to Follow-Up Questions From 
12/11/13 Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels 

Brooke Coleman 

Executive Director, Advanced Ethanol Council 
March 19, 2014 


Chairwoman Boxer, Ranking Member Vitter, and Members of the Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the following follow-up questions from the Oversight Hearing 
on Domestic Renewable Fuels. We would be happy to address any further questions or comments that 
you might have. And thank you for the opportunity to testify on December 11*^. 

Questions from Senator Boxer 

1. When the 2007 RFS was passed in Congress, was it anticipated that the full RFS mandate of 36B 
gallons of advanced biofuels would result in the blending of fuels with a content of more than 10% 
ethanol? 

When the RFS was amended in 2007, Congress was well aware that blending 36 billion gallons of 
renewable fuel annually by 2022 would require investment in renewable fuel infrastructure, distribution 
and blending capabilities. In the basic sense, this is why Congress included so many provisions dedicated 
to "biofuels infrastructure" in the Energy independence and Security Act of 2007, including the 
"Prohibition on Franchise Agreement Restrictions Related to Renewable Fuel Infrastructure;" the 
"Prohibition on Restriction of Installation of Renewable Fuel Pumps;" studies related to "Renewable Fuel 
Dispenser Requirements” and "Ethanol Pipeline Feasibility;" and a program called "Renewable Fuel 
Infrastructure Grants." More specifically, the 2007 RFS requires obligated parties to blend a wide variety 
of biofuel types in a flexible manner, of which ethanol - both conventional and advanced - is a part. 
From a macro perspective. Energy Information Administration (EIA) forecasts in 2007 predicted that U.S. 
demand for gasoline, diesel and fuel oil would be about 272 billion gallons in 2022.' As such, the 36 
billion gallon RFS would constitute more than 13 percent of this marketplace. However, ethanol was 
expected to account for the majority of the 36 bgv/2022 standard by virtue of the fact that conventional 
ethanol was expected to account for nearly the entire conventional biofuel requirement (15 bgy by 
2015, then constant thereafter) and cellulosic ethanol was expected to account for the majority of the 
cellulosic biofuel requirement (16 bgy by 2022). Given that ethanol is a gasoline substitute, it is 
instructive to look at these numbers relative to expected gasoline demand. In 2007, EIA estimated that 
there would be roughly 164 billion gallons of motor gasoline demand in 2022. It is straightforward to run 
hypotheticals based on these numbers. For example, if the entire 15 bgy conventional biofuel 
requirement was fulfilled by conventional ethanol (likely) and the entire cellulosic biofuel standard was 
fulfilled by cellulosic ethanol (possible), then the RFS would require roughly 19 percent of the gasoline 
pool to be ethanol by 2022. Even if you assume that cellulosic ethanol only accounts for half of the 
cellulosic biofuel standard (highly conservative), the RFS would still require roughly 14 percent of the 


‘See http://www-eia.gov/fQrecasts/archive/aeo07/suppiement/index.html 
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gasoline pool to be ethanol (of various types) by 2022.^ If Congress wanted to set the RFS to arrest at 10 
percent of gasoline demand, they could have made the RFS a percentage based requirement or explicitly 
called for waiver adjustment based on percentage of demand. But Congress did not take this path, and 
continuing to protect 90 percent of the motor fuel marketplace for gasoline only would have been 
inconsistent with the broader objectives of the Act. 

2. The Energy Information Agency's (EIA) recent modeling suggests that second generation biofuels 
will never reach the statutory mandated levels in 2022. Do the EIA projections accurately reflect 
what the advanced biofuels industry will produce by 2022? Should the 2022 target be revisited? If 
not, why not? 

The 2007 RFS set aggressive blending requirements for second generation biofuels to send a clear signal 
to the investment marketplace to be aggressive in its development of these fuels and technologies. 
However, Congress also provided U.S. ERA with the authority to waive the advanced biofuel standards in 
the event that commercial deployment lagged behind the standards. Congress does not need to revisit 
the 2022 targets for advanced biofuels because U.S. EPA already has the authority to do so. 



U.S. EPA did not waive the broader advanced biofuel standard through 2013 because there was 
adequate supply of advanced biofuels to meet the legislated standard.^ However, the proposed 2014 
RFS Required Volume Obligation (RVO) would, for the first time, reduce the advanced biofuel blending 
requirement pursuant to EPA authority contained in CAA Section 211 (o){7). While we continue to 
believe that EPA's proposal to cut the advanced biofuel requirement is too aggressive, it is nonetheless 
clear evidence that the agency is unafraid to exercise its authority to waive the RFS based on supply. As 
such, there is no need for Congress to revisit the RFS at the legislative level. 

With regard to EIA accuracy, we support and commend their diligence and mission while recognizing 
that modeling future production capacity and demand is notoriously inaccurate. The ability to 

' Calculation: 15 bgy + 8 bgv (half of 16 bgy cellulosic standard) = 23 bgy, which is 14% of the forecasted 164 billion gallons of motor gasoline 
demand in 2022. 

’ EPA did waive the cellulosic biofuel standard, but concluded that there were sufficient volumes of other types of advanced biofuels to 
maintain the broader advanced biofuel standard. 
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forecast/model alternatives to petroleum depends largely on the price and availability of crude oil. And 
yet, there is virtually no transparency when it comes to "source data" for the myriad of claims about 
future oil markets made on an everyday basis by analysts in the sector. For example, Russia {one of the 
world's largest conventional oil producers) declared all oil data a state secret in 2004. Neither Saudi 
Arabia nor Venezuela share data publicly when they make claims about future capacity. This is a concern 
in part because "there are political and financial pressures to misreportfigures-'^^The pressures are 
obvious. OPEC member quotes are based on reported reserves; the higher the reserve, the higher the 
quota relative to other members. There is also the challenge of attracting investment, from both 
government and outside sources. As reported in a recent peer-reviewed article in Science, "there are 
fears that Saudi oil reserves (and others) may have been over-estimated by at least 40%, " and, "(ajt best 
Saudi reserves are seen as near maturity," given that 7 million barrels of sea water are being injected In 
the main field on a daily basis to increase flow.^ The oil industry and OPEC also has the incentive of 
exaggerating reserves to weaken political and market interest in developing alternatives. OPEC first 
admitted its concern about alternative fuels in 2006, when it openly admitted that its price setting is 
designed partially to deter their use.® 

We also know that with the right market signals, the renewable fuels industry can ramp up production 
very quickly. For example, few analysts believed 10-12 years ago that the ethanol industry could ramp 
up quickly enough to completely replace the gasoline additive MTBE. The industry more than met the 
challenge and the MTBE phase out occurred In a matter of months. Many of the companies building first 
commercial cellulosic ethanol plants also own numerous conventional ethanol plants (e.g. POET, 
Abengoa, etc.). This puts them in a position of being able to scale their cellulosic ethanol production 
capacity very quickly by redeploying the technology used at their first commercial cellulosic ethanol 
plant across their entire portfolio of plants. While we are not in a position to make point estimates of 
our capacity in 2022, it is clear that the industry Is emerging and the need for affordable, domestically- 
produced, low carbon fuel is as urgent today as it was in 2007. 

3. Do higher RtN prices lead to increased gasoline prices? Please explain your answer. 

With regard to cost, the RFS basically imposes two realities on the liquid fuel marketplace: (1) the 
potential cost of paying for RINs if obligated parties choose not to blend more renewable fuel; and, (2) 
the cost or savings of the qualifying renewable fuel required by the program. Looking at RINs first, 
higher RIN prices are not costing the American consumer money because RINs enter the marketplace 
free of charge. For example, a D6 "conventional renewable fuel" RIN is generated with every gallon of 
renewable fuel produced, and cannot be separated for sale by the renewable fuel producer. RINs are 
separated for sale by obligated parties, so the profit from sale or cost incurred from purchase exists 
within the oil Industry. This is why so many oil companies are now on record on earnings calls attesting 
to the fact that they were the ones profiting from higher RIN values in 2013 (i.e. because they get the 
RIN for free when they buy a gallon of renewable fuel and can sell it to other obligated parties for a 


Chapman, i.. The end of Peak Oil? Why this topic is still relevant despite recent denials, Energy Policy (2013). 
http://dx.doi.ot^/lQ.lQ16/i.enooi.2Q13.05.010 at p. 3. 

See Chapman, I,, The end of Peak Oil? Why this topic is still relevant despite recent denials. Energy PoMcy (2013}. 
http://dx.doi, pfg/10.1016/i.enpo!.Z013.05. 010 at p. 4. 

^ See http://www.foxnews.eom/stofv/0.2933.22Z840.00.htm} 
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profit}/ Theoretically, one could argue that RINs are a cost to obligated parties more broadly if the cost 
of the RIN is passed through to the ethanol producer at the point of sale. But a basic correlation analysis 
shows that higher RIN prices did not result in higher prices for biofuel. See figures below. 

Examples of OH industry Earnings Cali Statements Regarding RINs 


^The Mifdge: Says members ^ hft by ht^ RIN prices, the costs of wbid; ai 
ansowters karate $Mt»aonperve» 


I bcl«g passed tiwough io 


{Hicas ere ne» an ail-timehigh ... theRfS Is e grave acoRomic threat attd must be str^jped Imnmiisitely.'' 
' iads Serard, testimony to Energy and Commerce Committee, July 2013 


fSays it has profited frmn RIN trading 


•‘^a’re net RINs. We’ve been able to trade into dtls sfdfce recently and done Rulte weH out of It. I’m very pleased ebt»it 
|httpy/www.reiit8rs.com/aftlde/20X3/i57/30/bp-rJns-5c!USUN0<i00Xa2013073C} 


jSays that the obligatitm to purchase RINs has not aWected its earnings 


*“No, not at all.” 

•David Rosenthal, Vke President of investor Relations & Secretary, ivherr asked byan anal^ if RINs had any material Impact on ExxonMobirs 
ouartortv financial performance (ExxonMobil 2nd Quarter Earnings Cali. S-1-2013) 


ISaystt has profited from higher RIN prices 


«Murphv repotted the Increase in its refining/markefting income in the quarter was ”_.prlinartty due to better mutts for ethenol imidbctkin 
operattens and higher selu prices Ru ethanol renewable Sdenttfimion numbers {RMs} In tte current period. ...Profit Rmn ethanol RIN sales 
was hi^ier hr 2613 due to slgntRcaotly stnw^r sates prices for these aedlte." |http://online.¥raj.cDm/flrticle/PR-CO-2013073l-9l6462,htmi) 

K, Vefteger says renewable fuels ha we saved c onsumere at least hun dreds at biiiions 

•”lhe US nmewsble hieU f8t«n»m has cut annual coKumier expenditures In 2013 between $700 biOlon and $2. £ trillion. ta 

consumers pa^g between $0.50 and $1.50 per gatim less for gasolbic.” 
(http;//www.pkvBflegerilc.com/as$ets/doeument$/130923_Comment»fyl.pdf) 


2013 Weekfy Retail Gasoline Prices and Daily RIN Pfk»i 

— A«ta(l Gasoline, AH Grades {Left Axis) w rim rvice {lb. A^s) 


Source! EIA,0PIS:'' 



For summary of oil companies RIN profits, see: http://www.fuelsameric 3.orx/biPK/entrY/sorTiet.hinR-funnY-about-those-orl-comp3nY-prof1ts . 
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With regard to the cost of the qualifying fuel, higher RIN prices have the practical effect of 
increasing the available supply of affordable liquid fuel during a period of tightness in the global supply 
of petroleum. Energy economist Philip K. Verleger (who served as an advisor on energy issues to both 
the Ford and Carter administrations) recently said, "the U.S. renewable fuels program has cut annual 
consumer expenditures in 2013 between $700 billion and $2,6 trillion ... [tjhis translates to consumers 
paying between $0.50 and $1.50 per gallon less for gasoline."® Other assessments have reached a similar 
conclusion.® The most recent is a paper published by former EPA contractor Bruce A. Babcock and 
Sebastien Pouliet from the Center for Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD), supported by the 
National Science Foundation, which seeks to "estimate the impact of RIN prices on the pump price of 
fue!."^° CARD has developed a model to predict a range of different market impacts occurring as a result 
of the RF5. Among other findings, the paper concluded that: 

• "... feasible increases in the ethanol mandate in 2014 will cause a small decline in the price 
of ElO [the predominant blend of gasoline in the market today]." 

• "... one of the costs that does not need to be considered is an increase in the pump price of 
fuel, because we show that the most likely outcome from increasing ethanol mandates is a 
drop in pump prices, not an increase ." 

• "The oil industry continues to rely on their own commissioned study (NERA 2012) that 
predicts gasoline producers will have no choice but to cut domestic sales of gasoline to 
reduce their obligations under the RFS ... [tjhe study's conclusions - that expansion of 
ethanol mandates would cause severe damage to the economy - are simply not credible 
unless EPA were to ignore set mandates at such a high level that they literally could not be 
met regardless of the level of investment in new fueling infrastructure." 

• "Our results should reassure those in Congress and the Administration who are worried that 
following the RFS commitment to expanding the use of renewable fuels will result in sharply 
higher fuel prices for consumers." 

• "The reason the oil industry and much of the livestock industry have joined forces against 
biofuels is one of simple industry economics: their industries would benefit from cheap corn 
and reduced competition from ethanol." 

4. Can you please summarize the feedstocks other than com that are used to produce advanced and 
cellulosic biofuels? 

The AEC detailed a number of leading advanced biofuel projects under development, including 
feedstock utilized, in its 2013 Cellulosic Biofuels Progress Report.^^ The report details 16 cellulosic 
projects making advanced and cellulosic biofuels from agricultural residues (wheat straw, barley straw, 


* See http://www.pkverlegerllc.com/assets/documents/130923 Commentarv.Ddf . 

^ See, for example, Cui, J,, H, Lapan, G. Moschini, and J. Cooper. (2010). "Welfare impacts of Alternative Biofuel and Energy Policies." American 
Journal of Agricultural Economics 93(5); 1235-1256. 

See http;//www.card.iastate.edu/Dubiications/dbs/pdffiles/lApblB.pdf at p. 5. 

“ See http://ethanolrfa.org/page/-/PDFs/AEC%20Celiulosic%20Biofuels%20lndustrv%20Progress»&20RePort%202012-2013.odf?nocdn=l 
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corn stover, rice straw, bagasse), forestry residues (wood chips and pulp), planted poplar trees, waste 
industrial gases, vegetative and yard waste, and municipal solid waste (including used telephone poles). 

5. Does evidence support that there is enough land to meet food needs, produce the levels of RFS 
biofuels mandated for 2022, and protect critical habitat and the environment? Please provide 
sources supporting your answer. 

The evidence shows that there is enough land to meet both food and fuel needs, while protecting 
habitat. It is important to consider that the U.S. agricultural footprint has been shrinking rather than 
growing for decades due to yield-per-acre increases and despite major population growth. “ EPA has 
also noted that the U.S. agricultural footprint has continued to contract since the passage of the RFS. 


EKR Esteatcs of * Agrkuttural land" Retetlw 
to 2007 RR Baseline 



20177 2CfS 20C0 2010 ZOll 2012 


Source: Figure produced by RFA, based on EPA data 

This data is particularly interesting because the build-out of the corn ethanol industry to meet the 15 
bgy requirement has already occurred (i.e. the RFS requires no more than 15 bgy of corn ethanol use by 
2015, then maintains this standard through 2022). December 2013 EIA production data show that the 
existing corn ethanol industry has more than 14.5 billion gallons of annual production capacity.*^ 
Generally speaking, the ethanol industry is building out at this point via cellulosic feedstock utilization 
technology and plant efficiency as opposed to new plant construction. 

Land use critics of the RFS often point to increases in corn acreage and decreases in Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP) acreage since the passage of RFS2 to support the argument that the policy 
threatens natural ecosystems. Flowever, these analyses almost always exclude critical facts. First, a basic 
analysis of the five largest crops in the United States shows that corn planting has increased since 2008, 
but acreage for the four other major crops (wheat, soy, cotton and hay) has decreased by more than the 
increase in corn acreage. '“This fact suggests that total acreage continues to decline, and corn has 


See http;//www.epa-gov/oecaagct/agl01/ianduse.html 

See http://www, eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet sum snd d nus mbbipd m cur.htm 

See http://www.nas5-usda.gov/Statistics_bv_Subject/index.php?sector=CROPS 
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replaced other crops as a natural response to market price rather than pristine land. Second, CRP 
acreage has declined from ~33.7 million acres when President Obama took office to 29.5 million acres in 
2012. But the drop is commensurate with the declining CRP acreage caps passed as part of the 2008 
farm bill. The CRP program pays farmers to keep acreage out of production. Farmers are going to put 
acres back in production If they are no longer getting paid to keep them out of production. That said, 
acreage enrolled in the program is actually closer to the legislated caps since the passage of RFS2 than 
before RFS2, which suggests a strong ongoing interest in the program. Finally, the evidence does not 
support the argument that farmers are filling in wetlands to plant feedstock for biofuel. Acreage 
enrolled in the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) hit a record high of 2.65 million acres in 2012, and land 
entered into the WRP program is enrolled permanently or for a period of 30 years. 

While it is more difficult to assess the potential impact of advanced biofuels on land use and ecosystems 
because we do not have the benefit of hindsight, some modeling work has been conducted. According 
to the Sandia National Laboratory, the U.S. could produce 75 billion gallons per year of cellulosic biofuels 
- 4.5 times that required by RFS2 - without displacing food and feed crops. A study by DOE/Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory projects that the RFS will create an increase of 0.8% in U.S. gross domestic product 
(GDP) in 2022 well in excess of $100 billion stemming from the fact that the RFS is reducing crude oil 
prices, decreasing crude oil imports, increasing gross domestic product (GDP), and having only minimal 
impacts on global food markets and land use. With regard to land use, the study concluded that RFS2 
will result in "...a slight [net] reduction in global land use for agriculture." The report also concluded 
that: (a) any marginal Increase in agricultural land use resulting from RFS2 would be largely constrained 
to the U.S. and would be offset by decreases in land use in other regions; and, (b) U.S. agricultural land 
use would be just 0.4% higher in 2015 than would be the case without the RFS2 in place. 

The RFS Is a well-crafted law. It has reduced petroleum dependence, helped mitigate GHG emissions, 
created jobs and reduced gasoline prices by extending global liquid fuel supplies during a period of 
tightness. The price of corn today is roughly the same as it was when the Act was signed in 2007, and 
empirical data does not support the argument that the country is experiencing deleterious land use 
change. Perhaps most Importantly, the RFS is an advanced biofuel policy going forward. 


5ee http://www.fsa.usda.gov/FSA/webapp7areashome8i subiect=copr&topicgrns-css 

See http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/port3t/nrcs/main/n3tional/programs/easements/wetiands/ 

See https://sh are.sandia.gov/news/resources/news releases/biofoels-can-provide-viable-sustainable-solution-to-reducing-petroieum- 
dependence-sav-sandia-researchers/ . 

See http://www.futufe-science.com/doi/ab5/10.4155/bf5.12.607ioufnalCodegbfe . 
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Questions from Senator Carper 

1. Under EPA's analysis In the recent 2014 proposed rule, the agency has determined there is not the 
available infrastructure to handle the increased levels of biofuels required under the Clean Air Act. 
If the EPA adjusts the RFS downward to meet the current infrastructure, what drives new 
investments in infrastructure to handle future volume requirements? 

The RFS is designed to drive investment in more renewable fuel blending (including infrastructure), not 
the other way around. The primary driver of additional biofuel market access within the RFS is the RIN. A 
RIN is an identification number generated when a gallon of RFS-quaiifylng renewable fuel is produced. 
The RIN is attached to the renewable fuel gallon at the point of sale to obligated parties (i.e. oil 
companies), but can be separated (from the liquid gallon) by obligated parties and sold for whatever 
price the market will bear. The primary value of the RIN program, other than facilitating compliance and 
some level of compliance flexibility, is its ability to increase market access for renewable fuels. That is, 
when an oil company refuses to blend more liquid biofuel, they can buy a RIN on the open market 
instead. If a significant number of oil companies refuse to blend liquid gallons and seek RINs on the open 
market, RIN trading and values will increase as a result of their affirmative non-compliance. Higher RIN 
prices then provide an extra incentive for other obligated parties to blend liquid renewable fuel gallons, 
because they acquire a valuable and saleable RIN free of charge with each gallon of renewable fuel 
purchased. In essence, higher RIN values reward good behavior and facilitate the objectives of the RFS. 

How RINs Work to Facilitate Objectives of RFS 

So-Called ElO KendWall 


•Claim by Oli Industry: Stand Wall Blocks Additional Blending 
« ftaalHy: OH Industry does not went to promote SIS, ESS, Oth^- 
•FUNtYOF IHACCS FOR MORE RENEWABLE FUEL TO GO 


•This is what happened In 2013 

•Speculation further increased prke, as reported by New York Times 
•NO CONSUMER COST S/C Oil COMPANIES ARE SCUERS AND BUYERS 

•Suddenly, that RIN you get writh a liquid renewable gadon has waiuel 
•Obligated parties attracted to hue aeqidsitlon of e ssle^ile CTedit; try 
to Uend more renewable fuel If possible CESS, EIS, bl^Seset, etc.) 
•BOTTOM UNE: HIGHER RIN PRICES REWARD COMPUANT COMPANIES 
WHIU SIMUITANEOUSIY REDUCING THE PRICE OF FUEL 



Source; AEC Presentation, Third Way Senate Briefing, November 19. 2013 
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The RIN is a critical market driver for the advanced biofuels industry. Nearly 40 leading developers of 
cellulosic biofuel wrote a letter to President Obama in October 2013, stating: 

"The RFS is engineered to address challenges like the oil industry's historic 
and current refusal to blend more renewable fuels. Investors in next 
generation biofuels understand how the RFS and RIN values work to 
introduce market access for advanced biofuels . As such, any perceived 
unwillingness on the part of RFS administrators to allow the program to 
work would send a clear signal to the advanced biofuel marketplace that the 
RFS may not be allowed to change market behavior as promised. This mere 
possibility increases investment risk, which in turn decreases the effective 
deployment of advanced biofuels . 

As such, the immediate effect of any proposal to use less renewable fuel will be the deflation of RIN 
prices, which in turn will eliminate the incentive to invest in strategies to use more renewable fuel. 

We would also like to mention a series of papers published by the Iowa State University Center for 
Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD) looking at the feasibility and cost of increasing ethanol 
consumption. The papers covering E85 penetration are based on a peer-reviewed model designed to 
predict ESS demand in the United States. The model and analysis were conducted by Bruce A. Babcock 
(among others) who was contracted by EPA for various types of analysis during the initial RFS 
rulemaking. A January 2014 paper on the subject, entitled "Feasibility and Cost of Increasing US Ethanol 
Consumption Beyond ElO," concluded that EPA could set the 2014 total renewable fuel target at 14.4 
billion gallons and meet that standard with: 13 billion gallons of ethanol in ElO, 800 million gallons of 
ethanol in ESS, and the use of 600 million banked RINs without any additional ESS stations being built}° 
The CARD model forecasts that in such a scenario, D6 RINs would settle at about 69 cents per RIN - far 
lower than the peak yalues experienced in 2013. But with 500 additional ESS stations added, the D6 RIN 
price would drop to 18 cents. To put the latter scenario in perspective, one company (Protec Fuel) was 
on the verge of selling enough new ESS pumps to just two oil refineries to increase the number of 
stations that sell ESS by 450.^' According to the CARD paper, "this one sale would have accomplished a 
dramatic decrease in RIN prices."^^ The Reuters report states that, "those deals are on hold after the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's proposal earlier this month to slash the minimum volume of 
ethanol to be used in the country's gasoline supply next year,” The January 2014 CARD paper also makes 
several other points that are relevant to the proposed rule published by EPA (emphasis added): 

• "[Tjhe assumption by EPA that a 14,4 billion gailon ethanol mandate in 2014 was not 
feasible is not correct." 

• "These results demonstrate that meeting a 14.4 billion gallon mandate is feasible in 2014 
with no new stations, modestly lower ESS prices (than prices in January 2014, after EPA's 
proposal crushed RIN prices], and judicious use of available carryover RINs." 


” See http://www.reulers.com/article/2013/10/29/iiio-aee-wh.|etter-idUSnBv»Z9639Ba<-100eBSW2D131D?q : for copy of letter: 
http://www.ethanolrfa.ore/paee/-/PDF5/AEC%2C%20BIO?t20letter%20to%20POTUS%20or%Z02014»t2DRVn'.ndf7nrirdrr=l 

See http://www.card, iastate.edu/oolicv briefs/disDlav.asDx?id=1217 . 

See htJ:p://www.reuters.com/articie/2013/ll/27/u5-usa-ethanol-e8S-analv5is-tdUSBRE9AQlAUZ0131127 

” http://www,card-ia5tate.edu/po{icv briefs/diSDlav.asDx?id=1217 . at footnote 10. 
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• "ERA'S justification for reducing ethanol mandates means that mandates will not be 
increased beyond ElO levels until the number of stations that sell E85 increase significantly. 
Our results demonstrate that the number of stations that sell ESS will not increase until ERA 
sets the ethanol mandates beyond ElO levels. If increased mandates need to wait for the 
stations to be built, mandates will never increase ." 

• The installation of 500 new ESS stations would cost just $65 million and reduce D6 RIN 
prices to 18 cents, but " RIN prices could be reduced to less than one cent if 1.500 new ESS 
stations were strategically installed. This number of stations would reduce compliance costs 
to Delta and all other refineries [who make the affirmative decision to buy RINs instead of 
liquid gallons] to near zero in 2014." 

How do we get past the btendwall? How do we Incentivize the increased investments in ESS 
pumps, E 15 pumps and vehicles that are optimized for future ethanol blends? 

First and foremost, we believe that the imposition of the so-called blend wall is overstated. EIA data 
shows that 15.4 million flex fuel vehicles (FFVs) capable of operating on blends up to E85 were sold from 
1998 through 2012.^^ Assuming 2013 FFV production and sales levels were consistent with 2012 rates, 
approximately 17.8 million FFVs have been sold since 1998. Even if one assumes that the agency 
assumed that all pre-2002 FFVs are no longer in service (based on an average vehicle lifespan of 11 
years), there would still be 15.9 million FFVs on U.S. roadways today. Accordingly, the current fleet of 
FFVs alone is capable of consuming roughly 7 billion gallons of ethanol annually (9.5 billion gallons of 
E85). In addition, approximately 80% of current light-duty automobiles in service were built in 2001 or 
later, which means that four out of every five cars and light trucks on the road are approved by ERA to 
use E15. Further, the use of E15 is explicitly approved by the manufactures of more than 60% of model 
year (MY) 2014 of the light-duty vehicles sold in the United States. Automakers offering unequivocal E15 
warranty coverage for some or all of their MY2014 vehicles include General Motors, Ford, Toyota, 

Honda, Volkswagen, Mercedes-Benz, Jaguar, and Land Rover. Moreover, all automakers manufacturing 
FFVs, including Chrysler, Nissan and Audi, warranty the use of E15 in FFV models.^^ The question, then, Is 
how to get the fuel to the consumer - and the path goes through the oil industry. As such, the single 
most important way to achieve these objectives Is leaving the RFS alone at the legislative level and 
ensuring that it is properly administered at the agency level. If this happens, there will be a clear signal 
to the marketplace that more renewable fuel Is going to be used, and investments will be made. It 
would also be helpful for regulators to remove unnecessary roadblocks to higher blends. For example, 
ERA has thus far refused to address regulatory inconsistencies with regard to vapor pressure for E15 that 
are contributing to the slower than necessary deployment of the fuel. ERA has also refused to provide 
proper credit for FFVs in the updated CAFE standards. We would very much appreciate working with 
your office on these important matters, because they speak directly to the future of advanced ethanol. 
But maintaining the RFS is a cornerstone to the whole process. 


See http://www.afdc-energv.gov/uDloads/data/d3t3 source/10299/10299 afv avaijabl.e.xjs>( 
” Data about current status of vehicle warranties provided to AEC by the RFA. 


10 1 P a g e 



283 


2. In Mr. Drevna's written statement, he states that: "second generation renewable fuels have not 
materialized as the reality becomes clear that policymakers cannot mandate innovation or 
favorable economics." Do you agree with Mr. Drevna's statement? if not, why not? How is the RFS 
driving advanced biofuel innovation? 

We do not agree with Mr. Drevna's written statement. First, second generation renewable fuels have 
materialized. The advanced biofuel industry produced enough fuel to meet the RFS advanced biofuel 
targets through 2013, and numerous independent reports demonstrate that the cellulosic biofuels 
industry is breaking through at commercial scale Just six years after the enactment of RFS2 and 
notwithstanding the global recession.^^ Second, Mr. Drevna's statement ignores the fact that federal 
policy plays a central role in the development of new energy technologies, particularly with regard to 
fossil fuels. For example, the largest leaseholder In the Bakken told the Senate Finance Committee in 
2012 that "[wjithout the current capita! [federal tax] provisions in place ... that let us keep our own 
money ... we would not have been able to fall over and over again, which is what it took to advance the 
technology needed to produce the Bakken and numerous other resource plays across America."^® More 
broadly, the fossil fuels industry enjoys the benefit of a number of unique federal tax allowances - 
unavailable to renewable fuels - that de-risk and lower the cost of the ongoing development of oil and 
gas resources relative to other sources of liquid fuel. For example, a recent study estimates that fossil 
fuels received 70 percent of U.S. federal energy subsidies between 2002 and 2008, to the tune of more 
than $70 billion during this time period. This number does not include the loopholes in oil and gas iaws 
that, according to the Government Accountability Office (GAO), allowed petroleum companies to forego 
paying $53 billion in royalty payments, over just four years, for extracting natural resources from lands 
owned by the American taxpayer. The federal government also helps incumbent industries develop new 
technologies. According to a recent Congressional Research Service report, [fjor the period from 1948 
through 2012, 11.6% of Department of Energy R&D spending went to renewables, 9.7 % to efficiency, 
25% to fossil energy, and 49.3% to nuclear.^® Finally, Mr. Drevna's statement ignores history. According 
to a recent report, "energy innovation has driven America's growth since before the 13 colonies came 
together to form the United States, and government support has driven that innovation for nearly as 
long."^® Governmental support drove investment in coal, timber, engine innovations, land settlement for 
resource extraction and other forms of innovation in the 19*^ and 20*^’ centuries, and domestic energy 
consumption and GDP have tracked closely for at least 200 years.^° 

3. Some of my colleagues believe removing the corn ethanol mandate, but keeping the advanced 
biofuel mandate in the RFS is the best way forward. Do you have concerns with this approach? 

The AEC Is strongly opposed to such an approach for a number of reasons. Most Importantly, the 
proposal is proposing to do what is already done. The most recent production capacity data from EIA 


' See AEC Progress Report: Ceilulosic Biofuels at http://ethanolrfa.3cdn.net/96a2f9e04cb357bbbd IsmSvadQk.pdf : Docket ID No. EPA-HQ- 
OAR-2012-0546: Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 2013 Renewable Fuel Standards; Cellulosic Ethanol Heads for Cost-Competiveness by 
2016, bttp://abaut.bnefxom/Dress-releases/cellulosic-ethanol-heads-for-cost-comDetitiveness-bv-2016/: Brown, T., Brown, R. "A review of 
cellulosic biofuel commercial-scale projects in the United States." Biofuels, Bioprod. Bioref. D0i:10.1002/bbb.l387 (2013); 
http://3bout-bnef.com/press-reieases/cellulosic-ethanol-heads-for-cost-competitiveneS5-bv-201G/. 

httD://www.finance.senate-gov/imo/media/doc/Hamm%20T estimonvl.pdf. p. 2. 

” See http://www.elistore.org/Data/products/dl9 O7.odf . 

See http://www.fas-org/sgp/crs/misc/RS22858.pdf 
See note 2, at p. 11. 

^°ld. 
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demonstrates that the corn ethanol industry has an annual capacity of roughly 14.5 billion gallons per 
year.^^ The RFS requirement for corn ethanol flat lines at IS bgy in 2015, which means that the RFS is 
already an advanced biofuel policy going forward. And yet, opening up the RFS would have a number of 
counterproductive effects. First, it would leave the RFS open to other amendments that would be even 
more hostile than the one proposed. Supporters of pulling corn ethanol out of the program have 
suggested that they can control the politics, which we find questionable at best. Second, Congress 
established a trajectory for building a low carbon renewable fuel industry in the United States and 
investors have spent tens of billions of dollars answering the call. Changing course in the sixth year of a 
fifteen year policy will send a clear signal to the marketplace that Congress cannot be trusted to keep its 
commitment when it comes to energy policy. Looking at it another way, the propensity for the United 
States to change course on policy Increases what investors call policy risk, which in turn drives 
investment to countries where the broader risk quotient (including policy) is less. It is far more 
productive for the American consumer and economy for Congress to keep its promises, especially those 
related to the very serious problem of foreign oil dependence. Third, it does not help the advanced 
biofuels industry to go after corn ethanol. There are more than 200 ethanol biorefineries in the United 
States today. They are currently displacing the need for marginal oil (e.g. tar sands, tight oil, etc.), which 
is the most carbon intensive fuel in the world. But these first generation ethanol refineries are also 
leading the charge, in many cases, to diversify their feedstock using ceilulosic biomass. While not all 
advanced biofuel projects have ties to existing ethanol bio-refining and capital, a basic analysis of the 
industry demonstrates that a very large percentage in fact do have partnerships with incumbents. 

Finally, it is not clear to us that removing corn ethanol from the RFS will have the desired effect. For 
example, some have argued that removing support for corn-based fuel would help the livestock 
industry. We are perplexed by this argument. Corn prices are almost identical today as they were when 
the RFS2 was signed by President Bush. And yet, using less renewable fuel would increase crude oil 
prices - one of the biggest drivers of agricultural commodity (i.e. feed) price increases since 2007. Our 
view is very simple. If the goal is biofuel feedstock diversity and strong investment in new U.S. 
industries, the best strategy is to leave the policy alone and let it work, as designed. 

4. Many small and mid-range refineries do not have the capabilities to blend and must buy many or 
all of their RINs on the market. As a result, high and volatiie RIN prices have had a large impact on 
these refineries. As the RFS continues, what can be done to assist these smaller refineries? 

Broadly speaking, and with regard to a policy that forces behavioral change in the marketplace to 
address a huge economic and environmental issue (oil dependence), there will be pressures on some 
parts of the marketplace. On the one hand, some merchant refiners are paying for RFS implementation 
via higher RIN prices. On the other hand, a decision to roll back the RFS too aggressively will undercut 
billions of dollars of investment in the advanced biofuels industry and jeopardize billions of dollars of 
federal support for advanced bio-refining via USDA and DOE loan guarantees and direct grants. For 
example, the USDA Biorefinery Assistance Program alone has dedicated more than $lb to the 
development of advanced biofuels. Recipients of loan guarantees must bring private capital to the table, 
and numerous companies have told the administration that this type of investment was frozen when the 
proposed RVO leaked in October 2013. As part of inquiry. It is also important to understand that some of 
these refineries are already helping themselves. For example, PBF Energy and Alon USA have told 

See htto://www.eia.eov/dnav/Det/hist/LeBfHandlef.a5hx?n=PET&s=M EPOOXE YNP NUS MBBL&f^M 
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analysts that they have new plans to blend more renewable fuels to take advantage of higher RIN 
prices. Two other refineries of concern -- PES and Monroe - do not appear to have made simitar claims 
to analysts, but experts have noted that both refiners would be wise to follow PBF because both are in a 
potentially advantageous position given their access to rack distribution.” Advanced biofuel companies, 
on the other hand, rely on the RFS to break open a non-price driven market for their product, it is 
unclear how the industry will commercialize if the RFS contracts in the face of oil industry intransigence, 
but more than 35 leading advanced biofuel companies signed a letter to the President pointing out that 
the mere possibility of RIN markets not being allowed to work sends investment overseas.^'* We would 
look forward to working with you and EPA on a number of administrative strategies - in addition to the 
existing small refinery exemption - to alleviate unnecessary burden on small and mid-range refineries. A 
reasonable starting point is more transparency in RIN markets. While it is not clear what percentage of 
the 2013 spike in 06 RIN prices came as a result of the lack of transparency in RIN markets - either 
through hoarding from (blind) "shortage mentality" or more manipulative strategies - it is clear that a 
non-transparent RIN marketplace will continue to be a risk even if EPA softens the program in 2014 and 
removes all interest in buying RINs.” The best way to deal with this problem is work with the CFTC 
and/or EPA to provide more transparent and timely information about positions and trades, and 
perhaps controls on excessive behavior. This would protect smaller refineries from unforeseen 
circumstances, reduce the fiscal obligation of buying RINs, and allow current and future plans to invest 
in more ethanol storage/blending to come to fruition. 


” See http://blogs.platts,com/2013/08/22/rins-rnaves/ 

W.at p. 3. 

” See http://www.ethangtrfa.Qrg/page/-/PDFs/AEC%2C%20BIO%20>etter%20to%2QPOTUSya2Qon%202014%20RVOs-odf?nocdn=l 

Numerous reports noted that during the week of February 3'^^ PES made multiple "million RIN purchases" against what the market would 
suggest, which pushed RINs over 50 cents in foifow-up trading. 


13 I P a g e 



Questions from Senator Cardin 


1. Does your organization represent biodiesel producers? 

The Advanced Ethanol Council (AEC) represents companies in the advanced ethanol sector, which 
includes cellulosic ethanol and other types of advanced ethanol sometimes not regarded to be cellulosic 
ethanol (e.g. municipal solid waste to ethanol). While some of our member companies are engaged in 
the biodiesel sector from a technological or other perspective, we represent the interests of the 
advanced and cellulosic ethanol industry. 

2. Does your organization represent, KiOr, the company that Is regarded as having the only cellulosic 
biofuels plant producing any measurable amount of commercial cellulosic biofuel? 

KiOr is not a member of the AEC. KiOr makes renewable biomass into renewable crude oil {as opposed 
to finished renewable fuel) that qualifies under the RFS as cellulosic biofuel. As discussed, the AEC 
represents cellulosic and advanced ethanol. We certainly disagree with the notion that KiOR is the only 
commercial player in the space. We strongly encourage your office to download a copy of our progress 
report.^® The report details the status of almost 20 cellulosic projects in the United States, and is being 
expanded and updated at this time. We would point your attention to a number of facilities that have 
completed construction and are coming online in 2014, including the Abengoa plant in Kansas, the 
DuPont plant in Iowa, and the POET-DSM plant in Iowa. There is also the INEOS trash-to-ethanol plant in 
Vero Beach that is already online. We would also point your attention to several plants in other 
countries - Enerkem's plant in Edmonton, Alberta, the Beta Renewables plant in Italy, several projects 
under construction in Brazil, etc. - as a testament to the fact that the industry is global in nature and the 
underlying value of the RFS is it drives these projects to the United States. It is true that we have not 
built out a multi-billion gallon domestic industry in the 6 years since the passage of RFS2. Financial 
markets were frozen for years and the economy is still not completely recovered, But it would be 
unfortunate to mistake delays in commercial deployment for a general failure to deploy. The industry is 
breaking through on multiple levels, and the RFS ensures that the U.S. leads the way. 

3. What Is the Advanced Ethanol Council’s relationship to the Renewable Fuels Association and the 
Fuels America Campaign? 

The AEC maintains a partnership with the RFA. We have a wide variety of common interests - including 
but not limited to allowing ethanol to compete with petroleum on a level playing field, promoting 
feedstock diversification in the ethanol industry, and making sure that the value of ethanol as a 
molecule is properly accounted for in a wide range of regulations and the marketplace - but the AEC 
maintains its own leadership, its own policy positions and is fiscally separate from the RFA. With regard 
to Fuels America, the AEC is a member of the coalition. Fuels America is a coalition formed to protect 
the most progressive, climate friendly alternative fuels policy ever passed by Congress. 


See http://ethano!rfa.org/oage/-/PDPs/AEC%20Celluiosic%20Biofucls%2Qlndustrv%20Proere55%20Report%2Q2012-2013.pdf?nocd n-l. 
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4. What percentage of the Fuels America campaigns funding comes from corn producers and the 
com ethanol industry? 

Unlike many groups in the fuel energy advocacy space. Fuels America is completely transparent about 
what they stand for and who they are. The AEC does not manage the campaign's funds, but from our 
count the clear majority of the funding comes from those promoting an advanced biofuel agenda. It 
might be worth noting that the funding for Fuels America mirrors the RFS itself, which requires a 
combination of first and second generation biofuels to be blended by 2022. In either case, the bright line 
often drawn for political reasons between corn ethanol and advanced biofuels is imaginary when it 
comes to the business world. Driving a wedge between first and second generation biofuels makes no 
more sense than driving a wedge between first and second generation wind, solar, or oil extraction for 
that matter. A basic analysis of the biofuel industry shows that most of the leading enzyme producers, 
for example, serve both existing and emerging markets. Many of today's corn ethanol facilities are 
leading the charge to adopt technologies to make ethanol from a wider range of feedstocks including 
wheat straw and other agricultural waste, and even algae and waste gases. They are doing so because 
it's in their self-interest to diversify feedstock and produce low carbon fuels to meet the RFS. It is not a 
coincidence that those trying to drive a wedge between first and second generation biofuels are often 
supported by or are otherwise tied to the oil industry; because, such a division weakens political support 
for the RFS and makes repeal of the program more likely. While opening the RFS to legislative change 
would be a good outcome for the oil industry, It would increase U.S. consumer dependence on oil and 
serve to export the advanced biofuel development opportunity to other countries. Some have also 
argued that RFS repeal - especially for corn-based products - would help the livestock industry. We are 
perplexed by this argument. Corn prices are almost identical today as they were when the RFS2 was 
signed by President Bush. And yet, using less renewable fuel would increase crude oil prices - one of the 
biggest drivers of agricultural commodity (i.e. feed) price increases since 2007. Either way, the current 
corn ethanol industry is already built out to meet the 15 bgy corn ethanol standard in the RFS. As we 
stated at the hearing, the RFS is an advanced biofuel policy going forward. 

5. Do most of your member companies have ties to corn based biofuel production? 

If you look back at the history of the AEC, you will find that the 10 companies that together founded the 
Council were very well diversified from a feedstock perspective but with notably very few ties to corn. 
We remain well diversified today. For example, one of the three elected AEC executive committee chairs 
is occupied by a trash-to-ethanol company. To fill out the picture, the AEC represents multiple trash-to- 
ethanof companies, a company making ethanol from algae, and multiple large international companies 
that are not relying on existing ethanol facilities to commercialize their fuel. That said, it is very common 
for innovators to partner with (or otherwise have ties to) incumbents when it comes to commercializing 
new technologies. This is evident among the companies with the AEC, which openly disclosed their 
business ties in the AEC Cellulosic Biofuel Progress Report. It is also evident in other parts of the 
advanced biofuels industry. For example, it is our impression that nearly every company represented on 
the governing board of the Advanced Biofuels Association (ABFA) has a multinational oil company as a 
primary investor. We reject the premise (if made) that ties to incumbent industries - whether oil, 
ethanol or otherwise - should be construed to suggest an ulterior motive when it comes to policy 


See hltp://ethanQlrf a.Qrg/page/-/PDFs/AECX2gCelluiosic%Z0Biofuels%2Oindu5trv%20Progress%20ReDort%202012-2Q13.Ddf?nocdn=l 
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positions. Many of the companies implicitly referenced are multi-billion dollar companies that have 
staked billions of dollars of investment in the development of cellulosic biofuels to meet the challenge 
set forth by Congress in 2007 via the RFS. Working with incumbents is the norm rather than the 
exception in our industry, especially in a marketplace as consolidated and monochromatic as motor 
fuels and in the context of a federal tax code that drives innovators to incumbents to finance plants. 

6. Does your organization agree with the statement made by the National Com Growers Association 
the cellulosic ethanol mandate, the National Com Growers Association compared supporters of 
cellulosic ethanol to parents who "tell stories about unicorns and fairies." 

The AEC does not agree with the statement, and the evidence {clearly shown in the AEC Progress Report 
cited previously) does not support the statement. Importantly, the NCGA issued a clarifying statement 
soon after the blog post was removed, saying, "[i]t is our policy that ethanol derived from materials 
other than corn starch, such as switchgrass, wood chips, corn stalks and corn fiber, etc. ... can be 
complementary to ethanol derived from corn." Clearly, the NCGA made a statement to be provocative 
that had to be clarified subsequently. Unfortunately, this is not uncommon in the political world. 

7. Do your members believe and support the statement made by Renewable Fuels Association 
President, Bob Dineen in the Wail Street Journal in July 2013, that "RINS are free"? 

We support the statement. A RIN is an identification number generated when a gallon of RFS-qualifying 
renewable fuel is produced. The RIN is attached to the renewable fuel gallon at the point of sale to 
obligated parties (i.e. oil companies), but can be separated (from the liquid gallon) by obligated parties 
and sold for whatever price the market will bear. In simple terms, oil companies are free to sell (or not) 
any RIN that they acquire when they purchase a gallon of renewable fuel. Mr. Dinneen's statement 
refers to the fact that the obligated party gets a RIN for free when it buys a qualifying gallon of 
renewable fuel. So, for example, if 13 billion gallons of ethanol are sold into the marketplace in a given 
year then by statute 13 billion RINs also enter the marketplace free-of-charge with those gallons. That 
does not mean, of course, that RINs are free for those obligated parties who make the affirmative 
decision to comply with the RFS by buying RINs from other obligated parties instead of purchasing liquid 
gallons of renewable fuel. But the price of RIN cannot be considered a de-facto cost of compliance for 
two primary reasons: (a) it is other obligated parties/oil companies selling RINs and profiting from higher 
RiN prices;^® and, (b) buying a RIN is, by definition, an alternative compliance mechanism entirely 
avoidable by simply buying liquid gallons of renewable fuel. To be clear, it is not the federal government 
or the ethanol industry that is selling the RIN - It is oil companies selling RINs to each other. We would 
also like to discuss two arguments related to RIN cost that are not supported by fact: 

Argument 1: Oil industry accounting protocols require that each oil company must account for 
"potential RIN exposure" (i.e. a hypothetical in which they are forced to buy RINs as opposed to 
gallons to comply with the RFS); and therefore, RINs ore a de-facto cost of the program. This 
argument is invalid on its face. If an oil company wants to build an accounting hypothetical around 
the idea that it will have to buy RINs instead of liquid gallons to comply with the RFS, it is free to do 
so. But in the real world, there Is more than enough qualifying conventional biofuel (i.e. the fuel 


See http://www.fuelsamerica.ofe/bloB/entrv/something-funnv-about-those-oii-comp anY-prDfits 
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relevant to the D6 RIN pool in question), and oil industry earnings calls demonstrate clearly that 
they are buying renewable fuel and selling RINs at a profit while oil industry trade associations claim 
that RINs are a de-facto cost of compliance.® 

Argument 2: RINs are theoretically acquired for free, but are built into the price of ethanol. In theory, 
one could argue that a higher priced RIN could be an indirect cost of compliance if there is evidence 
that higher RIN prices are built into the cost of a gallon of ethanol {i.e, ethanol producers were 
fetching the price of the RIN via higher ethanol prices). But any basic analysis of the marketplace in 
2013, when D6 RIN prices increased for the first time, demonstrates that the ethanol industry was 
not securing higher ethanol prices when RIN prices were high, and there was little to no correlation 
between RIN prices and ethanol prices. See below. 

2013 Weekly Retail Qasoline Prices and Daily RIN Prices 

'-BIN Price 
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a. Do you believe that most advanced biofuel producers share the point of view of Mr. 
Dineen? 

More than 35 advanced biofuel companies signed a letter to President Obama in October 2013 openly 
discussing the industry's position on RINs.'*® The letter is very clear that D6 RINs are free at the point of 
entry into the marketplace, and any value ascribed to RINs is created by obligated parties buying and 
selling in an open marketplace. 


see http://www.fueisamefica.org/bloe/entrv/something-funnv-about-those-oil-companv-profits 
°http://www.ethanolrfa.org/page/-/PDFs/AEC%2C%20BI0%20lettef%20to%2QPOTUS%2Qon?62Q2014%20RVQs.Ddf?nocdn=l 
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8. Does your organization support replacing com ethanol with advanced ethanol? 

The purpose of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 was to "increase the production of 
clean renewable fuels" in an effort to "move the United States toward greater energy independence and 
security." There is no evidence to suggest that the goal was to replace one domestically produced 
renewable fuel with another. The volumetric targets are additive rather than displacive when it comes 
to promoting renewable fuels, and replacing one domestic product with another would do little to move 
the United States toward greater energy Independence. More broadly, the AEC supports the 
development of the opportunity for advanced ethanol fuels and technologies to compete with all types 
of liquid fuel, but particularly petroleum. Our industry needs the RFS to get a leg hold in the marketplace 
not because it has an inferior value proposition in comparison to gasoline, but instead because the 
market lacks the competitive, free market forces that would otherwise reward innovation. In a 
competitive marketplace, the increasing cost and scarcity of crude oil would play to the benefit of 
alternatives such as advanced biofuels. In this environment, if an innovator presents a valuable product 
for a competitive price, there is a reasonable expectation of demand. This free market principle gives 
investors a durable benchmark against which to judge the value of their product, which in turn attracts 
investment to better products. This important market dynamic is largely absent from the global liquid 
fuels marketplace for a number of reasons, including but not limited to the highly consolidated, 
vertically integrated characteristics of the oil industry, particularly with regard to wholesale markets, the 
anti-competitive price distorting behavior of OPEC, and blending constraints involving vehicle 
warranties. There is no better example of the consequence of this problem than ethanol, which has 
generally been offered at a significant discount to gasoline without increased demand significantly 
beyond the volume of fuel required for blending by the U.S. government. With specific regard to the 
advanced biofuels industry, if the market does not necessarily demand a better and cheaper product (by 
virtue of the absence of free market forces), then there is no impetus to create one. This is one of the 
primary reasons why the United States remains largely dependent on only one type of fuel (petroleum) 
to meet consumer demand for liquid fuels. It is also the overarching reason why U.S, government 
support for advanced biofuels is warranted and critical. 

9. What impact would the litigation that Growth Energy and the Renewable Fuels Association are 
threatening to bring against EPA's proposed RVO have on your member organizations? 

We are under the impression that both Growth Energy and the RFA are focused on addressing their 
concerns via the rulemaking process. But in the hypothetical, it is Important to understand why the 
proposed RVO poses such a serious threat to the biofuels industry. As discussed, the RFS is essentially a 
mechanism to drive consumption in a vertically integrated, highly consolidated market that does not 
properly reward innovation. Because the oil industry controls off-take for any new type of liquid fuel, 
the RFS focuses on requiring oil companies to use increasing quantities of qualifying renewable fuel 
provided that it is available from a supply perspective and its use will not create severe economic harm. 
EPA has proposed to curtail the program not because of biofuel supply shortages or economic harm, but 
because of concerns that adequate biofuel supply may not get to market quickly enough to meet the 
legislated requirements for 2014. But if the RFS can be neutralized via limitations in distribution 
capacity, the oil industry (which largely controls distribution capacity) will simply create and perpetuate 
as many distribution capacity challenges as possible. As such, waiving the RFS based on concerns about 
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access to the marketplace invokes two things that will inflict serious damage on the advanced biofuel 
industry: (1) the inclusion of distribution capacity as part of EPA's waiver authority will introduce 
massive supply chain risk into every advanced biofuel investment by putting the year-to-year trajectory 
of the program in the hands of the oil industry; and, (2) curbing the program in the face of oil industry 
intransigence will signal to the investment marketplace (for all RIN pools) that when push comes to 
shove RINs will not be allowed to drive off-take opportunity, but instead will result in the curtailment of 
the program. Notably, adding distribution capacity to the RFS waiver language was at the top of the list 
for the oil industry when they were fighting to kill the RFS before passage. Biofuel trade associations 
have to consider lawsuit because this change of course by EPA, if memorialized in the final rule, will de- 
fang the RFS and drive advanced biofuel investment overseas. The current proposal has already frozen 
further development in the advanced biofuel industry. If the current proposal ends up in court, 
investment will remain frozen; markets for ethanol will not expand quickly enough to spur innovation: 
and, advanced biofuel companies with burn rates that cannot withstand a 3-4 year delay will face 
serious consequences in the immediate term. Many of these companies have the most innovative 
technologies in the world. While we would expect to win any legal challenge based on the clear meaning 
of the RFS waiver provision, there is no question that the legal uncertainty would hurt the advanced 
biofuel sector. But to be clear, the threat of lawsuit must be taken against the threat of a badly damaged 
program as represented by the proposed RVO. And we do not view the potential plaintiffs in the lawsuit, 
which very well could include advanced biofuel interests, as the catalysts for any unfortunate lawsuit 
that might occur. Either way, it is our objective at the AEC to avoid lawsuit and we believe we can. 
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Questions from Senator GHIibrand 

1. The advanced blofuei sector is comprised of multiple entities focused on movement of the sector. 
Like many emerging technology sectors, the industry is dependent on the federal government 
being decisive and consistent In its approach to advance biofuels. What challenges is the advanced 
biofuel production sector facing and what government support, Including non-monetary, is 
needed to help surmount these challenges? 

With regard to the challenges faced by our industry, we face the normal set of investment risks 
encountered by most innovation industries In the world - technology risk, policy risk and market risk - 
but with the additional risk metrics created by two primary factors: (1) that we are endeavoring to 
produce fuel energy, which is capita! intensive by definition; and, (2) we are a threat to a powerful 
incumbent industry that spends considerable resources trying to miscast our policies and fuels. 

On the technology risk side, we are commercializing a technology that will produce the lowest carbon, 
most innovative fuels in the world. There is an inherent trial and error period that takes time and money 
to surmount. While we do not expect the federal government to resolve our technology risk for us, it is 
also true that the federal government provides far more assistance to those taking technology risk on 
the fossil fuel side than it does to those taking technology risk on the renewables side. For example, the 
federal tax code provides a number of permanent tax breaks to de-risk technological innovation for the 
extraction of fossil fuels that are unavailable to the renewable fuels sector. Referencing those tax 
breaks, the largest leaseholder in the Bakken told the Senate Finance Committee in 2012 that "[wjithout 
the current capital [federal tax) provisions In place ... that let us keep our own money ... we would not 
have been able to fail over and over again, which is what it took to advance the technology needed to 
produce the Bakken and numerous other resource plays across America.""*^ A recent study estimates 
that fossil fuels received 70 percent of U.S. federal energy subsidies between 2002 and 2008, to the tune 
of more than $70 billion during this time period. This number does not include the loopholes In oil and 
gas laws that, according to the Government Accountability Office (GAO), allowed petroleum companies 
to forego paying $53 billion in royalty payments, over just four years, for extracting natural resources 
from lands owned by the American taxpayer. The federal government also helps incumbent industries 
develop new technologies. According to a recent Congressional Research Service report, [f]or the period 
from 1948 through 2012, 11.6% of Department of Energy R&D spending went to renewables, 9.7 % to 
efficiency, 25% to fossil energy, and 49.3% to nuclear. As such, the first step toward helping the 
advanced biofuels emerge is to (at least) create parity in the federal tax code when it comes to the 
development of energy resources. 

On the policy risk side, the answer is to protect the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). As discussed at 
length in our written testimony, the RFS is a tremendously valuable program from an energy policy 
perspective. In essence, the RFS has facilitated the emergence of a diverse new alternative fuel industry 
that produces a (liquid fuel) product that simultaneously; (a) reduces U.S. dependence on foreign oil; (b) 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions; (c) reduces gas prices and gives consumers a choice at the pump; (d) 
facilitates lower tailpipe combustion emissions; and, (5) creates new jobs and economic development 


httD://www. finance.senate.gov/imQ/medta/doc/H3mm%20Testimonvl.pdf. p. 2. 
See htto://www.eiistore.org/D3ta/product5/dl9 Q7.pdf . 

See httD://www-fas.org/sgp/crs/mi5c/RSZ2858,pdf 
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opportunities across America. The oil industry is trying to repeal or weaken it legislatively because they 
enjoy an extremely lucrative, competition-free marketplace that is being changed at the fundamental 
level by the RFS. But their strategy is broader than just legislation. Their goal is to create a cloud of 
uncertainty around the program at all times, irrespective of the legislative process, to increase the 
perception of investment/policy risk for investors in the advanced biofuels industry. The advanced 
biofuels industry has the policy in place that it needs to blossom, but we need Congress to signal to the 
marketplace that it stands by the RFS. Importantly, supporting the RFS does not necessarily mean 
members of Congress have to be dogmatic in their support. It is a flexible program that can be adjusted 
by ERA to address some of the points of friction unintended by its administration. But the downside of 
failing to support the RFS is clear. The advanced biofuel opportunity will simply seek more stable policy 
environments in other countries. 

On the market risk side, the root of the problem is the nature of the liquid fuel marketplace itself. As 
discussed in answers to questions from other members of the committee, global oil markets are 
collusively price-controlled by OPEC at the global level, and are extremely consolidated and vertically 
integrated domestically. The absence of free market forces in the liquid fuel marketplace are a problem 
for the advanced biofuels industry (and other innovators) because non-competitive markets do not 
properly facilitate and reward innovation. Non-price driven markets are almost impossible to predict 
with regard to future demand opportunity, because the market does not behave based on free market 
fundamentals and the creation of a better product does not necessarily translate into market demand. 
This lack of predictability increases investment risk - or makes risk impossible to assess - which in turns 
drives investment and potential strategic partners to other sectors. The RFS is essentially a mechanism 
to drive consumption in a broken marketplace, and solves this problem by providing a statutory (yet 
flexible) demand trajectory designed to spur off-take agreements (which are critical to project finance) 
between the incumbent oil industry and the advanced biofuels industry. As such, maintaining the RFS 
(which includes allowing higher RIN prices to change behavior in the oil industry) is the cornerstone of 
any effort by the federal government to help surmount the challenges faced by our industry in the 
marketplace. There are, however, additional regulatory hurdles that are currently inhibiting demand for 
advanced biofuels that need to be prioritized by EPA in order to facilitate the objectives of the RFS, The 
list includes providing equitable credit for renewable fuel use in the context of CAFE fuel efficiency 
standards, enforcing the prohibition against discouraging renewable fuel use at the retail gasoline level 
via franchise agreements with oil suppliers, properly accounting for the benefits of renewable fuel 
blending with regard to tailpipe emissions when it comes to Tier 3 and related regulations, and 
addressing indefensible incongruities in fuel regulations when it comes to biofuel blending (e.g. the 
different treatment of ElO and E15 blends when it comes to vapor pressure). 

The AEC would look forward to the opportunity to work with your office on addressing many of these 
issues to ensure that next generation biofuels are developed in the United States. 
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Questions from Senator Vitter 

1. Assuming EPA's waiver methodoiogy is in piace annually, if you had your choice between status 
quo or making reforms to the program, which would you choose? 

We expect EPA to make critical changes to the final 2014 RVO that will put the program back on course. 
But in the hypothetical, we would continue to choose options outside of legislative change to ensure 
that the program achieves the objective of promoting clean renewable fuels. The threat of annual 
ambiguity from EPA - in the event that we are unable to change their minds - must always be taken 
against the risk that investors will simply spend their money elsewhere if Congress changes its mind just 
6 years into a IS-year energy program. It is ironic that while Congress and the American public continue 
to voice their concern over the exportation of jobs and capital to other countries, parts of Congress 
continue to push policies (e.g. changing the rules re: the RES in midstream) that would do just that. The 
AEC would look forward to the opportunity to work with your office on improving the RES 
administratively to avoid watching the economic opportunity offered by the development of advanced 
biofuels pass to other nations. 

2. Mr. Coleman, because EPA is proposing to basically freeze ethanol consumption at 2012 and 2013 
levels, Iowa state economists project that the EPA's action will have little impact. The cellulosic 
mandate is being more than doubled from 6 million gallons to 17 million gallons. From where do 
your predictions of plant closures and layoffs come? 

While we are not clear which predictions or Impacts you are citing, we would like to offer the following 
response. 

There are two major issues with the proposed RVO: (1) the actual volume of fuel required for use; and, 
(2) the effect of the proposal on the mechanics/fundamentals of the program. It is true that the 17 
million gallon target for cellulosic biofuel represents an increase from prior years, but the fundamentals 
of the RFS are so weakened by the proposed RVO that the program will cease to facilitate the rapid 
commercialization of cellulosic biofuels over and above 17 million gallons. 

As discussed in answers to other questions, the root of the problem is the lack of competition in the 
global liquid fuel marketplace. Global oil markets are collusively price-controlled by OPEC at the global 
level, and are extremely consolidated and vertically integrated domestically. The absence of free market 
forces in the liquid fuel marketplace are a problem for the advanced biofuels industry (and other 
innovators) because non-competitive markets do not properly facilitate and reward innovation. Non- 
price driven markets are almost impossible to predict with regard to future demand opportunity, 
because the market does not behave based on free market fundamentals and the creation of a better 
product does not necessarily translate into market demand. This lack of predictability increases 
investment risk - or makes risk impossible to assess - which in turns drives investment and potential 
strategic partners to other sectors. The RFS is essentially a mechanism to drive consumption in a broken 
marketplace. As discussed elsewhere, because the oil industry controls off-take for any new type of 
liquid fuel, the RFS focuses on requiring oil companies to use increasing quantities of qualifying 
renewable fuel provided that it is available from a supply perspective and its use will not create severe 
economic harm. EPA has proposed to curtail the program not because of biofuel supply shortages or 
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economic harm, but because of concerns that adequate biofuel supply may not get to market quickly 
enough to meet the legislated requirements for 2014. But If the RFS can be neutralized via limitations in 
distribution capacity, the oil industry (which largely controls distribution capacity) will simply create and 
perpetuate as many distribution capacity challenges as possible. As such, waiving the RFS based on 
concerns about access to the marketplace Invokes two things that will inflict serious damage on the 
advanced biofuel industry: (1) the inclusion of distribution capacity as part of EPA's waiver authority will 
introduce massive supply chain risk into every advanced biofuel investment by putting the year-to-year 
trajectory of the program in the hands of the oil industry; and, (2) curbing the program in the face of oil 
industry intransigence will signal to the investment marketplace (for ail RIN pools) that when push 
comes to shove RINs will not be allowed to drive off-take opportunity, but instead will result in the 
curtailment of the program. So while the 2014 cellulosic biofuel target grows the market in a limited 
sense, it would be very difficult to argue that putting the trajectory of the program in the hands of our 
primary competitor would not have a profoundly negative effect on the development of the U.S. 
renewable fuels industry. 

Thank you for the opportunity to answer these questions. 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, sir. 

So, I will start. Mr. Drevna, under current law, there is no limit 
on the rate of increase in the alternative fuels requirement up to 
the target. You probably know that. I am not asking a question, I 
am just stating fact. And I believe setting such a limit, which was 
proposed by one of the members of this panel, would be a disincen- 
tive to development of new technologies. And the first panel agreed 
with that. And I want to turn to my questions — Mr. Holzfaster, 
what percentage of ethanol is blended into the fuel you use in your 
farming equipment? 

Mr. Holzfaster. Currently the fuel that we have delivered to 
our farm is delivered at a 30 percent blend. 

Senator Boxer. Thirty percent blend. Has the use of this level 
of ethanol caused any engine or performance problems in your 
equipment? 

Mr. Holzfaster. It has not. 

Senator Boxer. None at all? 

Mr. Holzfaster. None at all. 

Senator Boxer. OK. And Mr. Holzfaster, in your testimony you 
briefly described the positive economic impacts on your community 
resulting from the RFS Program. Would you describe a little bit 
more what it is like where you live and how the RFS has helped 
your community and other rural communities across this country? 

Mr. Holzfaster. I live in a rural community. The small town of 
Paxton that I come from has less than 570 people when everybody 
is home. 

Senator Boxer. We have that on my street. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Boxer. I understand. 

Mr. Holzfaster. The certainty that the RFS has provided to the 
commodity markets has allowed confidence in production. Right 
now, at the close of market yesterday, corn prices were below my 
cost of production. That takes away a lot of the confidence and se- 
curity that otherwise I would have to proceed to the following year. 

I have friends and neighbors who, unlike a few years ago, say 
their families now drive safe, reliable vehicles. A neighbor whose 
kids that are in high school can now say yes, I am going to college. 
Otherwise, in a rural area, you would say well, we will see what 
the corn market does. That confidence is there with the current 
RFS. 

Senator Boxer. So, it is fair to say you see prosperity moving 
into your community because of this? 

Mr. Holzfaster. Yes, that would be fair. Prosperity is a strong 
word but at least security. 

Senator Boxer. Better hope? Is that a better way to put it? More 
hope? 

Mr. Holzfaster. Absolutely. Absolutely. 

Senator Boxer. More hope. OK. 

I wanted to point out, because I am going to yield back, that 
other environmental organizations do support the current RFS in- 
cluding the NRDC, the Union of Concerned Scientists. But I would 
say, Mr. Faber, I was pleased that you would say your problem is 
particularly with the impact of the corn ethanol on the environ- 
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ment. Is that fair to say? But you are supporting the development 
of these other alternative fuels, the non-food source? Is that fair? 

Mr. Faber. That is right, Chairman Boxer. Our big challenge is 
there simply is a limited pool because of the constraints on engines 
and infrastructure for ethanol. And I think we are all anxious to 
see second generation ethanol reach the marketplace. 

Senator Boxer. I understand. 

Mr. Faber. Right now, that marketplace is completely saturated 
by conventional corn ethanol. 

Senator Boxer. So you would not repeal the whole thing, but you 
would alter it? 

Mr. Faber. I think that there are certainly reforms that we can 
make that give the second generation of fuels a foothold in the pool 
for, with corn ethanol. Absolutely. 

Senator Boxer. OK. Thank you. I would yield back and ask Sen- 
ator Vitter for his time. 

Senator Vitter. Thank you. Madam Chair. I am going to ask one 
quick question and then reserve my time and let Senator Inhofe go 
because he has some pressing items on his schedule. 

But my very quick question, and I will not get off topic, is just 
to ask General Clark. We have had a discussion about another pub- 
lic policy issue and I repeated a question to you in a letter yester- 
day which you had committed to answer in our conversation on Oc- 
tober 8. And so the simple question is, do you plan on answering 
that question? 

General Clark. I am very happy to answer that question. I have 
not been paid to go down to Louisiana. I went down there to talk 
about Lifeline phones because over 36,000 veterans in the State of 
Louisiana are dependent on those phones for telephone communica- 
tion. Those phones are not paid for by the U.S. Government. They 
are not a rip-off of the taxpayer. 

Senator Boxer. Why are we talking about people going to talk 
about phones? What is this? This is not the Commerce Committee. 

Senator Vitter. I was not trying to get off topic. 

Senator Boxer. Well, you got off topic. 

Senator Vitter. Will you be answering the full question in writ- 
ing? 

Senator Boxer. I am not, may I just say, as Chairman of this 
Committee, I give people a lot of leeway. We are not going to attack 
panelists on other issues. 

Senator Vitter. I am not 

Senator Boxer. Period. End of quote. If you want to do it, have 
a press conference. 

Senator Vitter. I will take that as a yes, so I look forward to 
your full answer in writing. With that, I will reserve the rest of my 
time and let Jim Inhofe go because of his schedule. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you very much, both of you, and I appre- 
ciate it. 

General Clark, you and I have known each other for a long time. 
Actually, we have been friends even though we have disagreed. But 
I have to say that I was very impressed with the comments you 
made at the beginning, particularly when you said that we need to 
produce as much domestic oil as possible, looking at it from a na- 
tional security perspective. 
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So, for the record, now there is not time to give the answer now, 
don’t you think a good way to increase that production, domestic 
production, would be to go into the Federal public lands for expira- 
tion? I will wait, just to get that for the record. 

I have two questions for Mr. Drevna. Mr. Drevna, first of all, 
thanks for redeeming me on my cap and trade statement. Right 
now, we have gas stations all over my State. Stick that up again, 
will you? And I am asked everywhere I go, it seems like it is unani- 
mous. They all crowd into these places and I am really concerned 
about it because I get the question from the people in Oklahoma 
as to, you know, is under this RFS system, the way that it is di- 
vided up, what kind of assurance would there be that in my State 
of Oklahoma that we would be able to continue just at the current 
rate of selling clear gas? Do you have any thoughts about that? 

Mr. Drevna. Senator Inhofe, yes. That is one of the reasons why 
we specifically in our waiver request to the EPA on the 2014 RVOs 
that we had suggested that they even go a little bit lower because, 
yes, in order to provide the clear gasoline. And by no means is 
Oklahoma the only State who wants EO clean gasoline as was men- 
tioned earlier in the opening statements for boats, et cetera. 

So, we want that a little bit lower to give it a little bit more flu- 
idity into the system. Our position is that if EPA errs a little bit 
on the low side of the ethanol mandate for 2014, no harm, no foul 
because we will be blending that amount anyway. If they err on the 
high side, then we are going to find ourselves back in that same 
position that we were in the late spring, early summer of 2013 
where the RIN prices, which are not free, went through the roof. 

So, what we are saying is that we need that fluidity. The other 
problem with providing EO to everybody is that even with EO, we 
are still required to find a RIN for that particular gallon of gaso- 
line. So, we have to offset it by going somewhere else. That is why 
we need that extra cushion. We applaud EPA for acknowledging 
the blend wall but we believe that they have to go a little bit fur- 
ther. 

Senator Inhofe. Maybe for the record you can give me a little 
simpler response that I can tell them when they ask the question 
in Oklahoma. And it is something of great concern. One more ques- 
tion. 

A lot of people are characterizing the oil and gas industry as mo- 
nopolistic. I think it is really important that we realize the indus- 
try, I am going to make a statement and see if you agree with it, 
the oil industry has invested more on alternative fuel research and 
development than the entire renewable sector and the Federal Gov- 
ernment combined. Now, a lot of that has taken place in our beau- 
tiful little city of Bartlesville, Oklahoma. When you are faced with 
this accusation of a monopolistic, what is your response? 

Mr. Drevna. Well, as you said so accurately, we have invested 
as an industry more than anyone else as far as the advanced 
biofuels. The question is, are products monopolistic or are compa- 
nies monopolistic? The product is gasoline and diesel. That is what 
we sell. How can we, we do not control the gas stations who sell 
the gasoline. We have franchisees. About 50 percent of the owner- 
ship of gas stations are franchisors who have contracts with the 
folks. The other 50 percent, or more than 50 percent, are inde- 
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pendent, you know, non-branded. They do not want to put the in- 
frastructure in at upwards of $200,000 a station to sell a product 
that no one wants. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. Well, we are going to put into the 
record the poor oil companies’ profits for the third quarter. The five 
big ones, two of which are not American companies, earned $23.1 
billion. So somehow I guess you can manage to spend a few bucks 
on the RINs. 

Mr. Drevna. Madam Chair, it is not the question of spending 
dollars on RINs. It is how much we can put into the system and 
keep the American consumer 

Senator Boxer. I understand. You just complained about the 
price of the RINs, but maybe I heard you wrong. You did talk 
about the price of the RINs. But we are going to move forward 
here, and next we are going to have Senator Cardin. 

[The referenced documents follow:] 
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Supplementary Information 

The information below has been provided to enhance understanding of the terminology and performance 
measures that have been used in the accompanying presentations. 

Group measures 

Replacement cost profit, underlying replacement cost profit and underlying business replacement cost 

profit 

Replacement cost (RC) profit or loss reflects the replacement cost of supplies and is arrived at by 
excluding from profit or loss inventory holding gains and losses and their associated tax effect. RC profit or 
loss for the group is not a recognized GAAP measure. 

Underlying RC profit is replacement cost profit or loss adjusted for non-operating items and fair value 
accounting effects. Underlying business RC profit is underlying RC profit or loss adjusted to exclude the 
results of the TNK-BP and Rosneft segments and the group consolidation adjustment that arises due to the 
in-period change in the value of unrealized profit in inventory. Underlying RC profit, fair value accounting 
effects and underlying business RC profit are not recognized GAAP measures. 


Reconciliation of orefit (loss) befora interest and tax for the group to undertviiKi raplacement cost profit attributable to BP shareholders 


Invenlofy holding igsinsi losses 
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Underlying replacemen! cost r'ofif before mteiesf and lax 
Finance costs end rtet finance mcome (expense! refeimg to oens<v 
other post-retirement henafils 

Less Finance costs relating to Guff of Mexico oti schH rc^sertse 

Taxsiton on an underlying replacement cest basis 
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Underlying repiecemeni cost proftf before interest > 


Q1 02 Q3 0« W3\ Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 


6.9B3 2,913 4.90; 7.688 

822 H,a9Si 5te 2346 

11331 7 2S 1331 

6,294 4.401 4.366 4.378 


{I34ii (60I 

19.436! S.702 


4,4CN5 

143 

1311 

4,288 


4.1S6 

(2261 

(391 

4,423 


tmlHfen 

20131 

14,120 
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TNK-SP 

Raplacemerti cost profit before interest and tax 
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Less fair value accounting effects 
Undetfying replacement cost profit before interest . 
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Inventory holding gams and losses 

inventory holding gams and losses represent the difference between the cost of sates calculated using the 
average cost to BP of supplies acquired during the period and the cost of sales calculated on the first-m 
first-out (FIFO) method after adjusting for any changes in provisions where the net realizable value of the 
inventory is lower than its cost. Under the FIFO method, which we use for IFRS reporting, the cost of 
inventory charged to the income statement is based on its historic cost of purchase, or manufacture, rather 
than Its replacement cost. In volatile energy markets, this can have a significant distorting effect on 
reported income. The amounts disclosed represent the difference between the charge (to the income 
statement) for inventory on a FIFO basis (after adjusting for any related movements in net realizable value 
provisions) and the charge that would have arisen if an average cost of supplies was used for the period. 
For this purpose, the average cost of supplies during the period is principally calculated on a monthly basis 
by dividing the total cost of inventory acquired in the period by the number of barrels acquired. The 
amounts disclosed are not separately reflected in the financial statements as a gain or loss. No adjustment 
is made in respect of the cost of inventories held as part of a trading position and certain other temporan/ 
inventory positions. 

Management believes this information is useful to illustrate to investors the fact that crude oil and product 
prices can vary significantly from period to period and that the impact on our reported result under IFRS 
can be significarU, inventory holding gains and losses vary from period to period due principally to changes 
in oil prices as well as changes to underlying inventory levels. In order for investors to understand the 
operating performance of the group excluding the Impact of oil price changes on the replacement of 
inventories, and to make comparisons of operating performance between reporting periods, BP's 
management believes it is helpful to disclose this information. 

Non-operating items 

Non-operating items are charges and credits arising in consolidated entities and in TNK-BP and Rosneft 
that are included in the financial statements and that BP discloses separately because it considers such 
disclosures to be meaningful and relevant to investors. They include all charges and credits relating to the 
Gulf of Mexico oil spill. They are items that management considers not to be part of underlying business 
operations and are disclosed in order to enable investors better to understand and evaluate the group's 
reported financial performance. 

Fair value accounting effects 

Fair value accounting effects are defined on page 19 of our third-quarter 2013 results announcement. A 
reconciliation to GAAP information is set out below: 


Uputraam 

R«Blac«ment cost prolit b«for« interest and tax 3ditist«d f» 
fair value accour^lingalfacls 
ImNCi of fair vaiLM accounting effects 
Replacement cost profit before interest and tat 

ReptecemenI cost profit fees) before nlerest and tax adjupred for 
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Impact of fair value accsunimg affects 
Replacernent cost profit (loss) before merest and tax 


Total group 
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Net debt - Ratio of net debt (finance debt, including the fair value of associated derivative financial 
instruments that are used to hedge foreign exchange and interest rate risks relating to finance debt, for 
which hedge accounting is claimed, less cash and cash equivalents) to net debt plus equity. 

The table below presents BP's Debt to Debt plus Equity ratio on a gross basis as net debt is not a 
recognized GAAP measure: 


Less fair value asset (liability) nf hedges related to finance debt 

Less' Cash and cash equivalents 
Net debt 

Equity 

Gross debt to gross debt-plus-equity ratio 
Net debt to net debt-ptus-equity ratio 



Free cash flow 

Net cash provided by operating activities plus net cash provided by investing activities, 

Inorganic capital expenditure (Inorganic Capex) is equal to acquisitions, asset exchanges and certain other 
inorganic capital expenditure. See page 16 of our third-quarter 2013 results announcement. 

Organic capital expenditure (Organic Capex) is equal to total capital expenditure and acquisitions less 
inorganic capita! expenditure. 


Operating capital employed - total assets (excluding goodwill) less total liabilities, excluding finance debt 
and current and deferred taxation. BP publishes segment results on a pre-tax basis and publishes operating 
capital employed for each segment. 

Operating cash flow 

The terms 'operating cash', 'operating cash flow' and 'operating cash margin' are defined as 'net cash 
provided by (used in) operating activities' as stated in the condensed group cash flow statement, When 
used in the context of a segment rather than the group, the terms refer to the segment’s share thereof. 
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PoHcy, Government and Public AfTairs 

Chevron Corporation 

P.O. Box 6078 

San Ramon, CA 94583-0778 

www.chcvTon.com 


FOR RELEASE AT 5:30 AM PDT 
NOVEMBER 1, 2013 

Chevron Reports Third Quarter Net Income of $5.0 Billion 

SAN RAMON, Calif., November 1, 2013- Chevron Corporation (NYSE: CVX) today reported 
earnings of $5.0 biHion ($2.57 per share -diluted) for the third quarter 2013, compared with $5.3 billion 
($2.69 per share - diluted) in the 20 1 2 third quarter. 

Sales and other operating revenues in the third quarter 2013 were $57 billion, compared to $56 
billion in the year-ago period. 


Chevron 



News Release 


Earnings Summary 

Three Months Nine Months 

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30 


Millions of dollars 2013 2012 2013 2012 


Earnings by Business Segment 

Upstream 

$5,092 

$5,139 

$15,957 

$16,930 

Downstream 

380 

689 

1,847 

3,374 

All Other 

(522) 

(575) 

(1,311) 

(1,370) 

Total 

$4,950 

$5,253 

$16,493 

$18,934 

Includes foreign currency effects 

%{276} 

1(292) 

$272 

$(323) 


Net income aitrihuiahle to Chevron Corporation (See Attachment I) 


“Our third quarter earnings were down from a year ago,*' said Chairman and CEO John Watson, 
“primarily reflecting lower margins for refined products in the current period.” 

“We continue to make good progress on our major capital projects,” Watson added. 
“Construction continues, and important milestones are being reached, on our Gorgon and Wheatstone 
LNG projects in Australia. Important interim construction goals have been recently reached for our 
Jack/St. Malo and Big Foot deepwater projects in the Gulf of Mexico, in preparation for their project 
start-ups scheduled for late 2014. We are also moving forward on the development of our liquids-rich 
unconventional properties in the United States.” 

Recent upstream highlights include: 

• Australia - Signed binding long-term Sales and Purchase Agreements with Tohoku Electric 
Power Company, Inc. for Wheatstone LNG. Binding long-term agreements now cover 85 
percent of Chevron’s equity LNG offtake from Wheatstone. 


-MORE- 
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• Australia - Acquired exploration interests in two blocks located in the deepwater Bight Basin 
offshore South Australia. 

• Canada - Successfully concluded the initial twelve-well exploration drilling program in the 
liquids-rich portion of the Duvernay Shale. 

'in the downstream business, we continued to advance our growth investntents,’' said Watson. 
Chevron Phillips Chemical Company LLC, the company’s 50 percent-owned affiliate, announced a final 
investment decision on its U.S. Gulf Coast Petrochemicals Project. This project will include an ethane 
cracker with an annua! design capacity of 1.5 million metric tons per year and two polyethylene facilities, 
each with an annual design capacity of 500,000 metric tons per year. 

The company purchased $1.25 billion of its common stock in the third quarter 2013 under its 
share repurchase program. 


UPSTREAM 

Worldwide net oil-equivalent production was 2.59 million barrels per day in the third quarter 
2013, up from 2.52 million barrels per day in the 2012 third quarter. The increase was primarily driven by 
lower maintenance-related downtime at Tengizchevroil and project ramp-ups In the United States, Nigeria 
and Angola, partially offset by normal field declines. 

U.S. Upstream 

Three Months Nine Months 

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30 

Millions of Dollars 2013 2012 2013 2012 

Earnings $1,026 $1,122 $3,241 $3,969 

U.S. upstream earnings of $1.03 billion in the third quarter 2013 were down $96 million from a 
year earlier, as higher crude oil and natural gas realizations and increased production were more than 
offset by higher depreciation, exploration and operating expenses. 

The company’s average sales price per barrel of crude oil and natural gas liquids was $97 in the 
third quarter 2013, up from $91 a year ago. The average sales price of natural gas was $3.23 per thousand 
cubic feet, compared with $2.63 in last year’s third quarter. 

Net oil-equivalent production of 655,000 barrels per day in the third quarter 2013 was up 18,000 
barrels per day, or 3 percent, from a year earlier. Production increases in the Delaware Basin in New 
Mexico and the MarceDus Shale in western Pennsylvania, along with the absence of weather-related 
downtime in the Gulf of Mexico, were partially offset by normal field declines elsewhere. The net liquids 
component of oil-equivalent production increased 2 percent in the 2013 third quarter to 448,000 barrels 
per day, while net natural gas production increased 5 percent to 1 .24 billion cubic feet per day. 


- MORE - 
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International Upstream 

Three Months Nine Months 

Knded Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30 

Millions of Dollars 2013 2012 2013 2012 

Earnings* ~$4f)66 $4,017 $12"7T6 $12,96l~ 

*!ncludes foreign currency effects $(188) $(252) $259 $(241) 

International upstream earnings of $4.07 billion increased $49 million from the third quarter 
2012. The increase between quarters was primarily due to higher volumes and realizations for crude oil, 
largely offset by the absence of a 2012 gain of approximately $600 million from the sale of an equity 
interest in the Wheatstone Project, and higher operating expenses in the current period. Foreign currency 
effects decreased earnings by $188 million in the 2013 quarter, compared with a decrease of $252 million 
a year earlier. 

The average sales price for crude oil and natural gas liquids in the third quarter 2013 was $104 
per barrel, up from $98 a year earlier. The average price of natural gas was $5.88 per thousand cubic feet, 
compared with $6.03 in last year’s third quarter. 

Net oil-equivalent production of 1.93 million barrels per day in the third quarter 2013 was up 
51,000 barrels per day, or 3 percent, from a year ago. Production increased primarily due to lower 
maintenance-related downtime at Tengizchevroil and project ra?np-ups in Nigeria and Angola, partially 
offset by normal field declines. The net liquids component of oil-equivalent production increased 2 
percent to 1,28 million barrels per day, while net natural gas production increased 3 percent to 3,91 billion 
cubic feet per day. 

DOWNSTREAM 


U.S. Downstream 

Three Months Nine Months 

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30 

MiUiom of Dollars 2013 2012 2013 2012 

Earnings $249 $456 $522 $1,717 


U.S. dovvTistream operations earned $249 million in the third quarter 2013 compared with 
earnings of $456 million a year earlier. The decrease was mainly due to lower margins on refined product 
sales and higher operating expenses reflecting repair and maintenance activities at company refineries. 
The decrease was partially offset by higher earnings from the 50 percent-owned Chevron Phillips 
Chemical Company LLC. 

Refinery crude oil input of 83 1 ,000 barrels per day in the third quarter 2013 increased 52,000 
barrels per day from the year-ago period. The increase was primarily due to the absence of effects of an 
August 2012 incident at the refinery in Richmond, California that shut down the crude unit, partially 
offset by planned maintenance activities at the refinery in El Segundo, California in the current period. 


- MORE - 
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Refined product sales of 1.19 million barrels per day were up 12,000 barrels per day from the third 
quarter 2012, mainly reflecting higher gasoline sales. Branded gasoline sales increased 2 percent to 
529,000 barrels per day. 


International Downstream 

Three Months Nine Months 

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept, 30 

Millions of Dollars 2013 2012 2013 2012 

Earnings* $131 $233 $1,325 $1,657 

^Includes foreign currency ejfects S(86) $(43) $20 $(76) 

Internationa! downstream operations earned $13! million in the third quarter 2013 compared with 
$233 million a year earlier. Current quarter earnings decreased due to lower margins on refined product 
sales, partially offset by a favorable change in effects on derivative instruments. Foreign currency effects 
decreased earnings by $86 million in the 2013 quarter, compared with a decrease of $43 million a year 
earlier. 

Refinery crude oil input of 885,000 barrels per day in the third quarter 20 1 3 decreased 24,000 
barrels per day from the year-ago period. Total refined product sales of 1.56 million barrels per day in the 
2013 third quarter were essentially fiat with the year-ago period. 



ALL OTHER 




Three Months 

Nine Months 


Ended Sept. 30 

Ended Sept. 30 

Millions of Dollars 

2013 

2012 

2013 2012 

Net Charges* 

$(522) 

$(575) 

$(1,311) $(1,370) 

*lndudes foreign currency effects 

$<2) 

$2 

$m $ (6) 


All Other consists of mining operations, power generation businesses, worldwide cash 
management and debt financing activities, corporate administrative functions, insurance operations, real 
estate activities, energy services, alternative fuels, and technology companies. 

Net charges in the third quarter 2013 were $522 million, compared with $575 million in the year- 
ago period. The change between periods was mainly due to lower employee compensation and benefits 
expenses and other corporate charges, partially offset by an impairment of a power-related equity affiliate. 


CAPITAL AND EXPLORATORY EXPENDITURES 

Capital and exploratory expenditures in the first nine months of 2013 were $28.9 billion, 
compared with $22.7 billion in the corresponding 2012 period. The amounts included $1.8 billion in 2013 
and $1.4 billion in 2012 for the company’s share of e.xpenditures by affiliates, which did not require cash 
outlays by the company. Capital expenditures increased between periods as work progressed on a number 
of major capital projects, particularly two Australian LNG projects and two deepwater Gulf of Mexico 
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projects. In addition, the company acquired new resource opportunities in Australia, the Permian Basin 
and the Kurdistan Region of Iraq, along with interests in the Kitimat LNG Project in Canada. 
Expenditures for upstream represented 92 percent of the company wide tola! in the first nine months of 
2013. 


### 

NOTICE 

Chevron’s discussion of third quarter 2013 earnings with security analysts will take place 
on Friday, November 1, 2013, at 8:00 a.m. PDT. A webcast of the meeting will be available in a 
listen-oniy mode to individual investors, media, and other interested parties on Chevron’s Web site 
at www.chevron.com under the “Investors” section. Additional financial and operating information 
will be contained in the Earnings Supplement that will be available under “Events and 
Presentations” In the “Investors” section on the Web site. 

Chevron will post selected fourth quarter 2013 interim performance data for the company 
and industry on its Web site on Thursday, January 9, 2014, at 2:00 p.m. PST. Interested parties 
may view this interim data at www.chevron.com under the “Investors” section. 

CAUTIONARY STATEMENTS RELEVANT TO FORWARD-LOOKING INFORMATION FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF “SAFE HARBOR” PROVISIONS OF THE PRIVATE SECURITIES 
LITIGATION REFORM ACT OF 1995 

This press release contains forward-looking statements relating to Chevron 's operations that are based 
on management 's current expectations, estimates and projections about (he petroleum, chemicals and 
other energy-related industries. Words such as “anticipates,'’ "expects.” “intends,” “plans,” “targets,” 
“forecasts , " “projects, ” “believes, ” “seeks. " “schedules. ” “estimates. ” “budgets, ” “outlook” and 
similar expressions are intended to identijy such forward-looking statements. These statements are not 
guarantees of future performance and are subject to certain risks, uncertainties and other factors, many 
of which are beyond the company 's control and are difficult to predict. Therefore, actual outcomes and 
results may differ materially from what is expressed or forecasted in such forward-looking statements. 

The reader should not place undue reliance on these forward-looking statements, which speak only as of 
the date of this press release. Unless legally required. Chevron undertakes no obligation to update 
publicly any forward-looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future events or 
otherwise. 

Among the important factors that could cause actual results to differ materially from those in the 
forward-looking statements are: changing crude oil and natural gas prices; changing refining, marketing 
and chemicals margins; actions of competitors or regulators; timing of exploration expenses; timing of 
crude oil liftings; (he competitiveness of alternate-energy sources or product substitutes; technological 
developments: the results of operations and financial condition of equity affiliates; the inability or failure 
of (he company ’s joint-venture partners to fund their share of operations and development activities; the 
potential failure to achieve expected net production from existing and future crude oil and natural gas 
development projects; potential delays in the development, construction or start-up of planned projects; 
the potential disruption or interruption of the company ‘s production or manufacturing facilities or 
delivery/lransportation networks due to war, accidents, political events, civil unrest, severe weather or 
crude oil production quotas that might be imposed by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries; the potential liability for remedial actions or assessments under existing or future 
environmental regulations and litigation; significant investment or product changes required by existing 
or future environmental statutes, regulations and litigation; the potential liability resulting from other 
pending or future litigation; the company’s future acquisition or disposition of assets and gains and 
losses from asset dispositions or impairments; government-mandated sales, divestitures, 
recapitalizations, industry-specific taxes, changes in fiscal terms or restrictions on scope of company 
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operations; foreign currency movements compared with the U.S. dollar; the effects of changed 
accounting rules under generally accepted accounting principles promulgated by rule-setting bodies; and 
the factors set forth under the heading "Risk Factors " on pages 28 through 30 of the company 's 2012 
Annual Report on Form lO-K. In addition, such results could he affected by general domestic and 
international economic and political conditions. Other unpredictable or unknown factors not discussed in 
this press release could also have material adverse effects on forward-looking statements. 
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CHEVRON CORPORATION - FINANCIAL REVIEW Attachment I 

(Millions ofDollars, Except Per-Share Amounts) 


CONSOLIDATED STATEMENT OF INCOME 

(unaudited) Three Months Nine Months 

Ended September 30 Ended September 30 


REVENUES AND OTHER INCOME 


2013 


2012 


2013 


2012 

Sales and other operating revenues 

$' 

56,603 

$ 

55,660 

s’ 

166,206 

$ 

174,336 

Income from equity affiliates 


1,635 


1.274 


5,703 


5,074 

Other income 


265 


l.HO 


781 


1,947 

Total Revenues and Other income 


58,503 


58,044 


172,690 


181,357 

COSTS AND OTHER DEDUCTIONS 









Purchased crude oil and products 


34,822 


33,982 


102,005 


106,807 

Operating, selling, general and administrative expenses 


7,263 


7.046 


21,440 


19.839 

Exploration expenses 


559 


475 


1,135 


1,37! 

Depreciation, depletion and amortbation 


3,658 


3,370 


10,551 


9.859 

Taxes other than on income 


3,366 


3,239 


9,852 


9,125 

Interest and debt expense 


- 


- 


- 


- 

Total Costs and Other Deductions 


49,668 


48.112 


144,983 


147,001 

Income Before Income Tax Expense 


8,835 


9,932 


27,707 


34,356 

Income tax expense 


3,839 


4.624 


11,068 


15,317 

Net Income 


4,996 


5,308 


16,639 


19,039 

Less; Net Income attributable to noncontrolling interests 


46 


55 


146 


105 

NET INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO 









CHEVRON CORPORATION 

$_ 

4,950 

s_ 

5.253 


16,493 

$_ 

18.934 

PER-SHARE OF COMMON STOCK 









Net Income Attributable to Chevron Corporation 









- Basic 

$ 

2.58 

$ 

2,7! 

$ 

8.58 

$ 

9.69 

• Diluted 

$ 

2.57 

$ 

2.69 

s 

8,52 

$ 

9.62 

Dividends 

$ 

1.00 

$ 

0.90 

s 

2.90 

$ 

2.61 

Weighted Average Number of Shares Outstanding (OOO's) 







- Basic 


1,914,047 


l.94S,840 


1,921,429 


1.954,584 

- Diluted 


1,929^31 


1,960,141 


1,936,797 


1,968,939 

* Includes e>a:ise, value-added and similar taxes. 

S 

2,223 

s 

2.163 

s 

6,364 

s 

5,879 
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CHEVRON CORPORATION - FINANCIAL REVIEW Attachment 2 

(Millions ofDollars) 

(uiaucIRed) 


EARNINGS BY MAJOR OPERATING AREA 


Three Months 


Nine Months 


Ended September30 Ended September30 




2013 

2012 

2013 

2012 

Upstream 

United States 

$ 

1,026 S 

1.122 $ 

3,241 S 

3,969 

Internationa! 


4,066 

4.017 

12,716 

12.961 

Total Upstream 


5,092 

5J39 

15,957 

16.930 

Downstream 

United States 


249 

456 

522 

1,717 

Internationa! 


131 

233 

1,325 

1,657 

Total Downstream 


380 

689 

1,847 

3,374 

Another"’ 


(522) 

(575) 

(1,311) 

(1370) 

Total 

s 

4,950 % 

5.253 

16,493 $ 

18,934 


SELECTED BALANCE SHEET ACCOUNT DA l A 

Sent. 30. 201 3 

DCC.3L2012 

Cash and Cash Equivalents 

$ 

17.014 

$ 

20,939 

Time Deposits 

S 

1,308 

$ 

708 

Marketable Securities 

s 

258 

$ 

266 

Total Assets 

s 

247,838 

$ 

232.982 

Total Debt 

s 

18,581 

$ 

12.192 

Total Chevron Corporation Stockholders' Equity 

s 

144.779 

$ 

136.524 


CAPITAL AND EXPl, ORA TORY EXPENDITURES 

- 

Three Months 
Ended Sep!ember30 

2013 2012 

- 

Nine Months 
Ended September30 
2013 2012 

United States 









Upstream 

$ 

2,067 

$ 

1.696 

$ 

5,913 

$ 

5.043 

Dovvn.slream 


517 


442 


1,287 


1,121 

Other 


159 


188 


446 


340 

Total United States 


2,743 


2.326 


7,646 


6,504 

International 









Upstream 


7,605 


5,841 


20,566 


15,419 

Downstream 


230 


262 


690 


747 

Other 


7 


1 


17 


3 

Total International 


7.842 


6.104 


21,273 


16,169 

Worldwide 


10.585 


8,430 


28,919 


22.673 

< 1 ) includes mining operations, power generation businesses, worldwide cash 









majiagement ajid debt financing activities, corporate adminisiraive fmictions. 









insurance operations, real estate activities. eni«©' services. aliefTwlive fuels 









and technology companies. 









(2) Net Income Attributable to Chevron Corporation (.See Attachment 1) 









(3) Includes interest in atTiiialcs: 









Unitiid States 

s 

219 

$ 

84 

s 

450 

5 

182 



455 


•157 


1,304 


1,186 

Total 


584 


54! 

$ 

1,754 
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CHEVRON CORPORATION - FINANCIAL REVIEW 


Attachment 3 


OPERATING STATISTICS 

NET LIQITDS PRODUCTION (MB/D): “ 

United vStates 
Intemationai 
Worldwide 

NET NATIIRAL GAS PRODUCTION (MMCF/D): “ 

United States 
international 
Worldwide 

TOTAL NET OIL-EQUIVALENT PRODUCTION <MB/D): 

United States 
Intemationai 

Worldwide 

SALES OF NATURAL GAS (MMCF/D): 

United States 
Intemationai 
Worldwide 

SALES OF NATURAL GAS LIQUIDS (MB/D): 

United States 
Intemationai 
Worldwide 

SALES OF REFINED PRODI CTS (MB/D); 

United States 
International 
Worldwide 

REFINERY INPUT (MB/0): 

United States 
Intemationai 
Worldwide 

( 1 ) Includes interest in nfTiliates. 

(2) Includes: Canada -Synthetic Oil 

Venezuela AfTiliate • Synthetic Oil 
Includes natural jjas consumed in operations (MMCF/D): 

United States 
Intcmafiotial 

(4) Oil-equivalent production is Che sum of net liquids product iim and net 

prixluclion. The oil-equivalent gas conversion ratio is 6.000 cubic 
feei of natural gas “ 1 barrel of crude oil, 

(5) Includes share of aDiliale sales (MB/D): 

(6) As of.lune 2012. Star Petroleum RefiningCompany crude-input volumes 
are repotted ou a 100 percent consolidated basis. Priw to June 201 2. 
cnide-iiiput volumes reflect a 64 percent equity intwesf. 

1 7) 2012 confoniis to 2013 pres«itarion. 


Three Months Nine Months 

Ended September 30 Ended September 30 


2013 

2012 

2013 

2012 

448 

440 

452 

452 

1,279 

1,249 

1,281 

1.302 

1.727 

1.689 

1,733 

1,754 

1,242 

1.184 

1,241 

i,180 

3,910 

3,778 

3,983 

3.840 

5,152 

4.962 

5,224 

5,020 

655 

637 

659 

649 

1,930 

1.879 

1,945 

1.94! 

2,585 

2,516 

2,604 

2,590 

5,643 

5.447 

5,795 

5.457 

4,072 

4.008 

4.279 

4,349 

9,715 

9.455 

10,074 

9,806 

133 

152 

137 

154 

90 

92 

89 

87 

223 

244 

226 

241 

1,195 

1,183 

1,169 

U3I 

1,56! 

1,561 

1,520 

1,550 

2.756 

2,744 

2,689 

2,781 

831 

779 

742 

877 

885 

909 

858 

853 

1,716 

1,688 

1,600 

1,730 

45 

45 

42 

42 

50 

1 

25 

14 

70 

34 

74 

64 

.SI8 

504 

SI9 

523 

474 

401 

472 

522 



Conoc<rft>illlps 



lerOlr 

JnrtQtr 

CO^WOUDATECMNCOM^TATEMeNT 



Sales and other operating revenoes 

Equity m earnings o( affiiiales 

Omenncorne 

18,593 

94C 

60 

13.664 

529 

SS3 


16 0B3 

14,842 

Produdion and operating enpenses 

Selling, general and adtnirtislralivs expenses 

Exploralion expenses 

Depreciation, deplelion and airorlijaiion 

Taxes other than ncflme taxes 

1.5S 

326 

675 

1.571 

190 

5,721 

1602 

235 

265 

1.5«> 

82 

900 

197 

12 

Total Costs and Expenses 11.818 10 697 

Income from continuing operations before income taxes 

2^ 

3945 

2 275 


2,179 

776 

1 720 
569 

Less. ne( income attnbulaole to noncontroUmo inleresls 


3.2ffl 

Nn Incom* fiHnbiilstile tn ConncnPmllins 



Net Income AttrbuUble to ConocoPtillllps 

Per Sham of Common Stock (dollars) 

Basic 

Conlinumg operations 

Discontinued operations 

060 

046 

Per Share of Common Sinok 


mm 

Continuing cperalions 

167 

060 

1 35 
045 

Net Income Attributable to ConocoPhilisjs 

Per Share of Common Stock 



Average Common Shares Outstanding (In thousands) 

Basic 

DSuled 

1.283.893 
1.293 108 

1248.300 

1 258 189 

tNCOMedOSBIPROM CONTtNUtNS 

OPERATIONS aePORE INCOME TAXES 



Alaska 

983 

856 

LoH«r 88 and Laiin Amariea 

426 

207 

Canada 

(725) 

(138) 

Europe 

1.464 

1.896 

Asia Pacific and Middle East 

2.204 

1.090 

Other Inlemational 

282 

409 

CorporaW and Other 

(369) 

(379) 




Ef PECTIVE INCOME TAX RATES POR 

CONTINUINQ OPERATIONS 



Alaska' 

36 9% 

367% 

Lower 48 and Latin America 

80.2% 

82.6% 

Canada 

24 3% 

298% 

Europe 

73.4% 

68 7% 

Asia Pacafic and Middle East 

20.4% 

27.1% 

Other International 

92.6% 

114 0% 

Corporate and Other 

15.8% 

31 1% 


48 »% 


'Alaska including lares other than incoma tares 


8W'’ 
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Third-Quarter 2013 Detailed Supplemental Information 



820 882 3.581 «2 1,080 787 2,689 

250 279 1,162 260 352 765 1,377 

(39) (36) (936) (117) 10 668 761 

962 1,188 S,StO 1,191 626 960 2,776 

1,105 1,175 5.S74 1,393 1,816 1,120 3.929 

796 356 1.685 801 361 190 978 

(305) (220) (1,273) (183) (146) (291) (622) 


34.8% 358% 38.8% 35.8% 35.7% 371% 361% 

26 9% -690% 11.4% 49.1% 29.6% 38.9% 36.2% 

19.2% 73.2% 26,9% 213 7% 82,2% 26 0% -2,5% 

66.3% 74.0% 72.8% 63.8% 56 3% 70 8% 84.8% 

38.1% 350% 28 3% 33.1% 272% 32.4% 30.8% 

38.3% 127.2% 605% 96.5% 96,2% 101.2% 97.3% 
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Conoco^iliips 



2012 








1st OIr 

TndOH^ 

ardOtr 

AhOIr 

VTD 

l5l Otf 

2nd Qtr 

3rd Qtr 

4th Otr YTD 

$ Uilltops 

EARMNGS BY SEGMENT 

830 

551 

535 

570 

2^76 

543 

682 

494 

1719 

Lower 48 ana Lain America" 

255 

119 

182 

473 

1.029 

133 

247 

496 

878 

Canaaa 

{5*9) 

(W) 

(31) 

(10) 

(684) 

133 

5 

642 

780 

Europe 

389 

669 

132 

308 

1,493 

431 

261 

264 

976 

Asia Pacific and Middle East 

1.738 

772 

669 

749 

3.928 

918 

1.017 

741 

2.678 

Other Internationa} 

21 

(57) 

492 

(97) 

359 

14 

14 

(2) 

26 

Corporate and Other 

(311) 

(262) 

(254) 

(166) 

(993) 

(162) 

t'73) 

(234) 

(569) 

Discontinued Operations * Phillips 68 

712 

534 

2 

(16) 

1232 





Discontinued Operations - Other 

62 

3S 

71 

(385) 

(217) 

129 

(3) 

57 

183 


>937 


1798 


fl4m 

? 139 

2 050 

2 480 


"Lowendtr only- 

lie 





’Oi 

233 

2l6 

l<8 


SPECIAL ITEMS (AFTER-TAX) 



(25) 

(25) 


97 

■ 97 

Lower 48 and Latin America- 



316 

316 

(60) 

69 288 

297 

Canada 

(520) 


(42) 

(562) 

224 

461 

685 

Europe 


255 (167) 

(80) 

8 

83 


83 

Asia PacrTio and Middle East 

937 

(17) (133) 


787 


145 (116) 

30 

Other inlernalionat 


443 

(106) 

335 




Corporate and Other 

(33) 

(40) (118) 

11 

(180) 

11 

(9) (31) 

(29) 

Discontinued Oeerafipns- Phitf^s 66 

712 

$34 2 

(16) 

U32 





62 

35 

(385) 

(2(7) 

.29 

(3) 97 

183 

— 



nn 

~ 

— s— 


'J£^ 


ADJUSTED EARNINQS 










Aias)is 

620 

551 

535 

595 

2,301 

543 

585 

494 

1.822 

Lower 48 and Latin Ameriea* 

255 

119 

182 

157 

713 

193 

178 

210 

661 

Cenao. 

(29) 

(94) 

(31) 

32 

(12J) 

(91) 

5 

tat 

96 

Europe 

389 

414 

299 


1.490 

348 

261 

284 

893 

Asia PaciK and Middle East 

801 

769 

802 

749 

3,141 

918 

871 

857 

2.348 

OOier Ini ernal tonal 

21 

(57) 

49 

11 

24 

14 


(2) 

26 

Corporate and Other 

(278) 

(222) 

(136) 

(177) 

(813) 

(173) 

(164) 

(203) 

(540) 


''iii 



'rJJ " 

— ^5^— 

— tiSr 

7!^' 

■■'■-ilr'" 



A0JU8TED EFFECTIVE INCOME TAX RATES FOR 
CONTINUING OPERATIONS 










Alaska 

36.9% 

35.7% 

34 8% 

355% 

35 6% 

15.5% 

35.6% 

37.1% 

36.0% 

Lower 48 and Lalm America 

40 2% 

426% 

26 9% 

42,1% 

382% 

40 2% 

35 5% 

39 6% 

38.6% 

Canada 

7,2% 

29 8% 

195% 

•618% 

34.3% 

22 2% 

52 2% 

28 7% 

36.6% 

Europe 

73 4% 

70 2% 

690% 

715% 

71,1% 

68 4% 

58,3% 

70.4% 

66.8% 

a.„a=o(L- .nd Minnie Fast 

368% 

306% 

35.2% 

36.2% 

34 8% 

34.1% 

312% 

31 5% 

31.6% 

Other Inlernalional 

92 6% 

114 0% 

91.7% 

97.4% 

96.6% 

96.5% 

96 2% 

101 2% 

97 3% 

Corporate ana Other 

17 8% 


46% 

24.0% 

224% 

11.0% 

-19.6% 

15 5% 

5.6% 













ConocoPhillips 


DETAILED SPECIAL ITEMS (AFTER TAX) 
Alaska 
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REFEREWCE 


Earnings Nel Income (Loss) Allnbulable lo CoriocoPhUips 

DDSA Depreciation. Depletion and Amortization 

F)( Foreign Cuifoncy 

G&G GootogicatarOGaopnysical 

GSA GeneratardAdminislraliva 

JCC Japan Crude Cocldail 

LNQ l.iqueriedNaldtSi S» 

NGL Natural CasHduids 

RiO Research and Development 

WC8 Western Canada Select 

WTI Weal Tezas InteimscCale 


Unit* of Measure 

BBl Barrets 

MMB8L Millions o> Barrels 

M60 ThouBendiofBadelsperOay 

MOOED Thousands of Barrel* of Oil Epulvelerit par Day 

MCF ThousenSs of Cubic Feet 

MMBTU MiUions of Braish TTiarmal UrtKs 

MMCFO MilSons Of Cubic Feet par Day 
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Upstream 

United States 
Non-U. S. 


Total 

6.713 

6,305 

7,037 

7,762 

5,973 

Downstream 

United States 

315 

248 

1,039 

697 

1,441 

Non-U.S. 

277 

148 

506 

1,071 

1,749 

Total 

592 

396 

1,545 

1,768 

3,190 

Chemical 

United States 

680 

515 

752 

728 

565 

Non-U.S. 

345 

241 

385 

230 

225 


Corporate and financing 

I Net income attributable to ExxonMobil (U.S. GAAP) 
Earnings per common share (U.S. GAAP) 

Earnings per common share 
- assuming dilution (U.S. GAAP) 

Capital and Exploration Expenditures. SM 
Upstream 

United States 
Non-U. S, 

Total 

Downstream 
United States 
Non-U. S, 

Total 
Chemical 
United States 
Non-U. S, 

Total 

Other 

Total Capital and Exploration Expenditures 


9,475 

9,277 

10,847 

11,364 

0,248 

207 

221 

259 

192 

156 

349 

354 

350 

479 

427 

656 

575 

609 

671 

583 

282 

198 

114 

129 

110 

227 

192 

202 

258 

240 

509 

390 

316 

387 

350 

6 

2 

3 

21 

2 


Consolidated - United States 
-Non-U.S, 

Non-consotidated - ExxonMobil share - United States 
- Non-U.S, 

Exploration Expenses Charged to Income Included Above 
Effective Income Tax Rate. % 

Common Shares Outstanding tmillionsi 

At quarter end 

Average - assuming dilution 

Total Cash and Cash Equivalents i$G)^ 


4.369 4,402 

4.395 4,433 


Cash Flow from Operations and Asset Sales iSGI 

Net cash provided by operating activities 
Proceeds associated with asset sales 
Cash flow from operations and asset sales 


’ Includes restricted cash of S0.4G in 3Q13, J0,4G In 2Q13, $0.4G in 1Q13, S0.3G in 4Q12, and J0,2G in3Q12 
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EXXON MOBIL CORPORATION 

3Q13 INVESTOR RELATIONS DATA SUMMARY (PAGE 2 of 4) 


Supplemental Information (continued) 


Net producHon of crude oil, natural gas 
liquids, bitumen and synthetic oil, kbd 

United States 

Canada / South America 

Europe 

Africa 

Asia 

Australia / Oceania 
Total liquids production 


Natural gas production available for sale, mcfd 

United States 

Canada / South America 

Europe 

Africa 

Asia 

Australia / Oceania 

Total natural gas production available for sale 


Total worldwide liquids and gas production, koebd 

Refinery throughput, kbd 
United States 
Canada 
Europe 
Asia Pacific 
Other Non-U.S. 

Total refinery throughput 

Petroleum product sales, kbd 
United States 
Canada 
Europe 
Asia Pacific 
Other Non-U.S. 

Total petroleum product sales 

Gasolines, naphthas 
Heating oils, kerosene, diesel 
Aviation fuels 
Heavy fuels 
Specialty products 
Total petroleum product sales 

Chemical prime product sales, kt 

United States 
Non-U.S. 

Total chemical prime product sales 


3Q13 

2Q13 

1Q13 

4Q12 

3Q12 

423 

419 

435 

430 

397 

273 

264 

264 

268 

247 

175 

197 

195 

205 

181 

497 

472 

453 

479 

492 

778 

778 

804 

776 

744 

53 

52 

42 

45 

55 

2,199 

2,182 

2,193 

2,203 

2,116 


3.557 

3,581 

3,590 

3,747 

3.712 

370 

347 

328 

346 

340 

2,210 

2,836 

4,473 

3,627 

2,233 

8 

5 

9 

15 

16 

4,357 

4,174 

4,515 

4,477 

4,287 

414 

411 

298 

329 

473 

10,914 

11,354 

13,213 

12,541 

11,061 


4,018 

4,074 

4,395 

4,293 

3,960 

1,896 

1,745 

1,810 

1,856 

1,841 

451 

435 

430 

468 

449 

1,496 

1,400 

1,394 

1,499 

1,547 

810 

771 

790 

823 

813 

194 

115 

152 

191 

279 

4,847 

4,466 

4,576 

4,837 

4,929 


2,667 

477 

1,543 

903 

441 

2,525 

470 

1,527 

835 

408 

2,532 

436 

1,460 

894 

433 

2,737 

470 

1,537 

896 

468 

2,576 

499 

1,601 

874 

555 

6.031 

5.766 

5,755 

6,108 

6,105 

2,455 

2,327 

2,355 

2,500 

2,447 

1,887 

1,791 

1,792 

1,881 

1,897 

482 

469 

453 

487 

495 

419 

431 

460 

499 

502 

788 

747 

695 

741 

764 

6,031 

5,765 

5,755 

6,108 

6,105 


2.469 

3.776 

2,360 

3,471 

2,364 

3,546 

2,378 

3,523 

2,342 

3,605 

6.245 

5,831 

5,910 

5,901 

5,947 
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EXXON MOBIL CORPORATION 

3013 INVESTOR RELATIONS DATA SUMMARY (PAGE 3 of 4> 
Supplemental Information (continued^ 



3Q13VS. 

3Q13VS. 

Earninas Factor Analvsis. $M 

3Q12 

2Q13 

Upstream 

Prior Period 

5,973 

6,305 

Realization 

440 

410 

Volume / Mix 

20 

-150 

Other 

280 

150 

Current Period 

6,713 

6.713 

Downstream 

Prior Period 

3.190 

396 

Margin 

-2,370 

-870 

Volume / Mix 

150 

500 

Other 

-380 

570 

Current Period 

592 

592 

Chemical 

Prior Period 

790 

756 

Margin 

240 

110 

Volume / Mix 

10 

60 

Other 

-15 

100 

Current Period 

1,025 

1,025 

Upstream Volume Factor Analvsis. KOEBD 

Prior Period 

3.960 

4,074 

Entitlements - Net Interest 

■13 

-3 

Entitlements - Price / Spend 

-8 

-4 

Quotas 


Divestments 

'28 

-5 

Net Growth 

107 

-44 

Current Period 

4,018 

4,018 

Sources and Uses of Funds iSGl 

3Q13 


Beginning Cash 

5.0 


Earnings 

7,9 


Depreciation 

4.3 


Working Capital / Other 

1.2 


Proceeds Associated with Asset Sales 

0.2 


Additions to PP&E 

-9,1 


Shareholder Distributions 

-5,8 


Additional Financing / Investing 

2.0 


Ending Cash 

5.7 



Notes: 

The 3Q13 beginning and ending balances include restricted cash of $0.4G and $0.4G, respectively. 
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EXXON MOBIL CORPORATION 


113 INVESTOR RELATIONS DATA SUMMARY <PAGE 



United States 


ExxonMobil 
Crude {$/b) 

Natural Gas ($/kcf) 

Benchmarks 
WT! ($/b) 

ANS-WC ($/b) 

Henry Hub ($/mbtu) 

Non-U.S. 

ExxonMobil 
Crude ($/b) 

Natural Gas ($/kcf) 
European NG ($/kcf) 

Benchmarks 
Brent ($/b) 


3Q13 

2Q13 

1Q13 

4Q12 

3Q12 

101,73 

95,97 

98.05 

92.19 

96.36 

3.31 

3.95 

3.21 

3.17 

2.65 

105.80 

94.12 

94.29 

88.09 

92.11 

110.52 

104,52 

111.02 

107.04 

109-08 

3.58 

4,10 

3.34 

3,41 

2.80 

106.72 

98.60 

105.36 

104.53 

104.32 

9.49 

9,74 

10.49 

9.52 

9.01 

10.26 

10.09 

10.52 

10.20 

9.28 

110.36 

102-44 

112.55 

110.02 

109,61 


The above numbers reflect ExxonMobil's current estimate of volumes and realizations given data available as of the end of the 
third quarter of 2013, Volumes and realizations may be adjusted when full statements on joint venture operations are received 
from outside operators. ExxonMobil management assumes no duty to update these estimates. 




ROYAL DUTCH SHELL PLC 


3'® QUARTER 2013 UNAUDITED RESULTS 


Royal Dutch Shell's third quarter 2013 earnings, on a current cost of supplies 

(CCS} basis {see Note 1), were $4.2 billion compared with $6,2 billion in the same quarter 

a year ago. 

; ■ Third quarter 2013 CCS earnings excluding identified items {see page 5) were 
$4,5 billion compared with $6.6 billion in the third quarter of 201 2. 

: ■ Compared with the third quarter 201 2, CCS earnings excluding identified items were 
- — impacted by significantly weaker industry refining conditions, increased Upsh-eam 

operating expenses and exploration expenses, as well as production volume impacts from 
maintenance and asset replacement activities. Earnings also reflected the impact of the 
challenging operating environment in Nigeria and lower dividends from an LNG venture. 
This was partly offset by higher contributions from Chemicals and increased underlying 
Upstream production volumes, led by Integrated Gas. 

Basic CCS earnings per share excluding identified items decreased by 32% versus the third quarter 2012. 

Cash flow from operating activities for the third quarter 2013 was $10.4 billion, compared with $9,5 billion in 
the same quarter last year. Excluding working capital movements, cosh flow from operating activities for the 
third quarter 2013 was $9,9 billion, compared with $1 1.7 billion in the third quarter 2012. 

Capital investment for the third quarter 2013 was $9.7 billion. Net capital investment (see Note 1 } for the 
quarter was $9.4 billion. 

Total dividends distributed in the quorter were $2.8 billion, of which $ 1 .2 billion were settled under the Scrip 
Dividend Programme, During the third quarter some 45.5 million shares were bought back for cancellation for 
a consideration of $ 1 .5 billion, 

Georing at the end of the third quarter 2013 was 1 1,2%. 

A third quarter 2013 dividend has been onnounced of $0,45 per ordinary share and $0,90 per American 
Depositary Share ("ADS"), an increase of 5% compared with the third quarter 2012, 


& 
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R.t»yoi Dutch Chief Executfve Officer Peter Vosei' coinirMHifed; 

s'* .< 'c ■>- Hv-w TTyS’^*' Sfip!l*3K^viHpnc‘s md nvp hneni Jti ne^ Jo ensure nfr'i-rlohl^ rnr spltan! 

energy supplies for ^^OTstomacS^ and Jo odd value rcf our shareiiojdet sxi . , , • , ' 

Wt n e fov mg ^omvJeok mdus y rr-hning mnrg •'s, an ■! ‘he i^KUiiV s-ts/ntinn i t >vSiri) 

. conrmue lo ewefe l}^«ear lerm-OUifook. 

vSKplhffSf R,-,w mll-darp for ?014 find hf'yrnd Wo- ht-^e sfeite f . p ■•■“i-s )f irw oi' ore! pi,s 

fields m ine Iasi lew'^^lhs. m ^e}3 waier. 'nlegrated gas, ond m. our lorgsr-ferm olays such-as Iraq. These 
ne.'i fielis oro pni I project ^vv ihof wll diive Shoi! s --osh flow m VOVii arm beyond -ommq '<rnq>ioeo 
-reduction m nel spejjM&ig nexly^i as we work (tiiough a senes oJ acquitSjC'ns. cjncl mcrease die pace. of. ; 
cise sjes Zp ‘ic" 

-'v^WsC^mpofiv ts n.UtlVritfr rtew Ms^slment o.yooitunilies - I’t ihe nejrl few c^Kjr^rs. ohell s capital disciolme . 

will nsodtf^fnokc choices between the best new mvestme^tiopporfunities h'lxn this tndusrry- 
fc«.r3 porSolio. ~ ^ ' ■- - ^ -- . 

.--■•lyosMf'Ooncludedr OTftjl'S susfcwssd 'nvestmenf in new growth projects wiifednve our hncinriof performance- 
uie bhejlfsljo in foufo^t jelurrMng cusn lo sl-.uieliolders. We ri^!^ distribuiea iTiore ihan $ i i 
biKfoflpf dividends fost tj^nenths. So far this year, v/e hove rcr>ur<^5ed rrore lhan $4 billion of 

we ore-^frcick fof'^ to 1 5 b.llion of shore buybocks ri. itOT^t-This underlines oui ccninniment 
lb shoBS' 3! del' r€tur|^f'. .y.-^ , 
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THIRD QUARTER 2013 PORTFOLIO DEVELOPMENTS 


Upslreqrn 

in Iraq, Shell successfully restarted production ctf Majnoon {Shell interest 45%} and expects to progressively 
increase production to the First Commercial Production level of }75 thousand barrels of oil pei' doy {"'o/ d'"'). 

In the United States, Shell acquired an addifionoi 33% interest in the 1 0 thousand barrels of oil equivalent per 
day ( ''boe/d") Coulomb North field in the Gulf of Mexico, giving Shell a 100% interest. 

As part of its global exploration programme Shell added new acreage positions during the third quarter 
2013, including offshore positions in China and in the Gulf of Mexico, United States, 

In Australia, the North Rankin Redevelopment project achieved slart-up in October. The project, which is part 
of the North West Shelf project {Shdi direct ond indirect interest 20.5%) enables the recovery of low pressure 
reserves from the North Rankin ond Perseus fields. 

in Brazil, Shell commenced production fitam the BC-10 Phase 2 project in October. The project is expected to 
produce 35 thousand boe/d at peak. Shell also exercised preferential rights to acquire an additional 23% 
interest in the BC-10 project. Subject to regulatory approvals, the transaction is expected to close end 201 3 or 
early 2014, increasing Shell's interest from 50% to 73%. 

Also in October, a consortium of companies in which Shell holds a 20%. interest won a 35-year production 
sharing contract to develop the tibra pre-salt oil discovery located in the Santos Basin, offshore Brazil. The 
Brazilian regulotor ANP estimates Libra’s recoverable resources to be between 8 and 1 2 billion barrels of oil and 
estimates that total gross peak oil production could reach 1 4 million b/d Further oppraisal is required to firm 
up this estimate, the development concept and a first oil date. As part of the winning bid, Shell expects to pay 
some 3 1 ,4 billion os its share of the signature bonus during the fourth quarter of 201 3. 

In Canada, Shell took the final investment decision for Phase 1 and 2 of the Carmon Creek In-situ project (Shell 
interest 100%), The project will include centrol processing facilities and well pads with peak annual production 
of 80 thousand barrels of bitumen production per day, with an expected field life of decades 


Downstream 

Shell divested the majority of its shareholding in its downstream businBs.s in Ghana. 
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KEY FEATURES OF THE THIRD QUARTER 2013 


■ Third quarter 201 3 CCS earnings {see Note 1) v^ere $4,248 million, 3i % Icwe?- fhcin for the same 
quarter a /ecr ago. 

“ Third quarter 201 3 CCS earnings excluding identified items (see page 5) $4,45/ miliion 

compared with $6, .584 million in the third quarter 201 2, o decrease of 32%. Third quarter 201 3 CCS earnings 
excluding identified items were impacted by significantly weoker refining industry conditions, increased 
Upstrecm opetcting expenses ond expiorahon expenses, as v/ell as produc!;cn volume impacts from 
mcintersance and asset replacement activities. Earnings also reflected the impact of the challenging operating 
environment in Nigeria and lower dividertds from an LNG venture, this wqs pertly offset by higher 
contributions from Chemicals nnd increased underlying Upstream production volumes, led by Integrated Gas. 

■ Basic CCS eorniftgs per share decreased by 31% versus the seme quarter a year ago. 

■ Basic CCS earnings p>er share excluding idenfified items decreased by 32% versus the some 
querer □ year ago. 

■ Cash flow from operating activities for the third quarter 2C13 was $1 0.4 billion, compared with $9,5 
billion in the same quarter Iasi year. Excluding v/orking capital otuv'emeiiis, cash flow fi on-, operuliny cclivities 
tor Hie third quorter 201 3 wns $9.9 billion, compared wth $11.7 biihon in the some qsiarter Inst year, 

“ Net capital investment (see Note 1} for the third qun.fter 2013 was $9 4 billion Capital investment 
for the third cuerter 2013 svas $9.7 billion and divestment proceeds were 50,3 billion. Net capital 
nivestrnent for the full yecf 2013 is expected to be around S45 billion, including some $3 billion of non-cash 
items. Those ostimn’cs include some $10 billion of onnounced acquisitions, including the impact of the 
agreement to acquire pait of Repsol's LNG porlfe4io, our pre-erript-cn for an additional interest in the BC-10 
project anrJ the entry into the libra discovery, both in deepweter in Srozii. The final outcome for the year will be 
determined by the timing of completion of these trarrsaciions, and Slieil's asset sales progfutrimu. 

■ Tata! dividends distributed in tne third quarter 2013 were $2.8 billion, of which $1.2 billion were settled 
by issuing some 39 I million A shores under the Scrip Dividend Programme for the second quarter 2013. 

• Under our share buyback programme some 45.5 million 8 shares were bought back for cancellation 
during the third quarter 2013 foi a cunsitleruhon of S 1.5 biilion. 

■ Return on overage capital employed (see Note 9) on n reported income hasi.s v/as 10.4% nt the end 
of the third quarter 2013 compared with 13.5% at the end of the rfiird quarter 2012 (see Note 2), 

• Gearing was 1 1 .2% at the end of the third quarter 20 1 3 versus 9. 1 % at the end of the third quarter 20 ) 2 
(see Note 2). 

■ Oil and gas production (or the third quarter 2013 was 2,931 thousand boe/d, a decrease of 2% 
compared with the third quorter 2CI2 The deienorated opercling environment in Nigeria impacted production 
volumfis by some 65 thousand boe/d compared with the third quoiler 2012, Excluding the impact of the 
deteriorated operating envifonment In Nigetia, divestments and PSC once effects, third quaifer 2013 
production volumns wore 1% higher than in the same period last year, Production volumes were olso impacted 
by higher rnuintenuMce und asset leplocemeni ucHvities. 

■ Equity LNG sales volumes of 4.8B million for.ne.s for the third quarter 2013 were 2% lower than in the .same 
quorter o year ago. Excluding the impact of the challenging operating environment in Nigeria, equity LNG 
sales vclumss were 4% higher than in the third quarter 20 1 2, 

’ Oil products sales volumes for the third quarter 2013 were 2% higher rhon for the third quarter 2012. 
Chemicals soles volumes lor the third quarter 2013 decreased by 2% compared with the same quarter a 
year ago. 

' Comparative information in this Report has been restated foilcvdng the adoption of revised lAS 1 9 
Employee Benefits on January 1 , 2013, vdfh retrospective effect (see Note 2|. Comparotive information was 
not lestated for ether accounting policy changes (see Note 1) for which the imfxrcts are not significant, 
including the adoption of IFRS 1 1 dom.^ .Arrangements on January 1, 2C1 3, which results in cerroin previously 
equity-accounied enfrlies now in effect being proportionately consolicialed 

• Supplementary financial and operationol disclosure for the third quorter 201 3 is evaiiabie at 
wvsrw.sheil.ccm/investor 
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SUMMARY OF IDENTIFIED ITEMS 


Earnings for the third quarter 2Q1 3 reflected Are following items, which in aggregate amounted to a net charge 
of $209 million {compared with o net charge of $432 million in the third quarter 20 1 2), us summarised in the 
table below: 

■ UpsFreom earnings included a net charge of $176 million, reflecting impairments of $234 million, 
predominantly related to various offshore properties in North America. This was portly offset by the net impact 
of fair value accounting of commodity derivatives and certain gas contracts of $20 million and a net gain of 
$38 million from other items. Other items mainly reflected a credit related to statutory tax rate reductions. 
Upstream earnings for the third quarter 2012 included a net charge of S298 million. 

■ Downstream earnings included a net gain of $14 million, reflecting the net impact of fair value accounting 
of commodity derivatives of $72 million and net divestment gains of $42 million. This was partly offset by 
impairments of $24 million and a net charge of S76 million from other items. Other items mainly reflected c 
write-off of a deferred tax asset, partly offset by a credit related to statutory tax rate reductions. Downstream 
earnings for the third quarter 2012 included a net charge of $1 34 million. 

■ Corporate results and Non-conirolling interest included a net charge of $47 million, mainly 
reflecting an adjusiment of a tox receivoble, partly offset by a credit related to statutory fox rate reductions. 
Earnings for the third quarter 2012 did not include any identified items. 
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These identified items are shown to provide odditionol insight into segment earnings and income attributable to 
shareholders. From the first quarter 2013 onwards, identified items include the full impact on Shell's CCS 
eornings of the following Items: 

• Divestment gains and losses 

• Impairments 

• Fair value accounting of commodity derivatives and cerfoin gas controcts (see Note 8) 

• Redundancy and restructuring 

Further items may be ideiitlfied m addition to the above. Prior period comparatives have rwt been restated. 
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Third quarter Upsiream earnings excluding identified items were $3,466 million compared with $4,909 
million a yenr ngo. Identified items were a net charge of SI 76 million, compared with a net chorge of $298 
million in the third quaitei 2012 (see page 5). 

Third quarter 201 3 Upstream earnings excluding identified items were reduced by some $300 million due to the 
impact of the deteriorated security situation onshore Nigeria and a blockade of Nigerio LNG. In comparison, the 
third quarter 2012 included an additional dividend from on LNG venture of some $200 mtliion. 

Compared with the third quarter 2012, earnings were also impacted by higher operoting expenses, higher 
exploration expenses, maintenance activities and increased depreciation. ING realisations and gas realisations 
outside of the Americas were lower. Earnings benefited from the ramp-up oF Pearl GTl in Integroted Gas and, in 
the Americas,, higher liquids reolisotions and increased production volumes from liquids-rich shale properties. 

Upstream operating expenses included higher feasibility expenses for projects in the pre-fina! investment dec.ision 
stage, higher decommissioning and restoration costs and increased maintenance costs. Exploration expenses 
increased mainly due to exploration well write-offs, 

Up.stream Americas excluding identified items continued to incur a loss. 

Global liquids realisations were 2% lower than for the third quarter 2012. In Canado, synthetic crude oil 
realisations were 26% higher than for the same period last year. Global natural gas realisations were 2% lower 
than for the same quarter a year ago, with a 22% increase in the Americas end a .5% decrease outside the 
Americos. 

Third quarter 2013 production was 2,931 theusond bce/d compered with 2,982 thousand boe/d a year ago, 
Liquids production decreased by 7% and nature! gas production increased by 5% compared with the third 
quarter 201 2. The deteriorated opercifing environment in Nigeria impacted production volumes by some 65 
thousand boe/d compared with the third quarter 2012. Excluding the impact of the deten'orafed operating 
environment in Nigeria, divestments and PSC pike effects, ifiird quoiler 2013 production was 1% higher than 
for the same period last year. Production volumes v/ere also impacted by .some 60 thousand boe/d ccxTipared 
with the third quarter 2012 due to higher maintenance ond asset replacement activities. 

New field starl-ups and tfie continuing ramp-up of existing fields, in particular Pearl GTL in Qatar and Eagle 
Ford in the United States, contributed some 180 thousand boe/d to production for the third quarter 201 3, which 
more than offset the impact of field declines. 
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Equity LNG sales volumes of 4.88 million tonnes decreased by 2% compared with the same quorter a year ago, 
reflecting lower volumes from Nigeria LNG, partly offset by better operating performance ot various other LNG 
plants. Shell-share Nigeria LNG volumes were some 0.28 miBion tonnes lower in the third quarter 2013 due to 
reduced feedgas supply, os n result erf the deteriorated security situation onshore, and due to a blockade of 
Nigeria LNG operations by the .Nigerian Maritime .Administration and Safety Agency in July. Excluding the 
impact of the chollenging operating environment in Nigerio, equity LNG sates volumes v/ere 4 % higher than in 
the third quarter 2012. 


Third quarter Downstream earnings excluding identified items were $892 million compared with $1 ,735 
million for the third quarter 2012. Identified items were a net gain of $ 1 4 million, compared with u net charge of 
$134 million for the third quarter 2012 (see pope 51- 

Compared with the third quarter 201 2, Downstream earnings excluding identified items benefited from 
increased contributions from Chemicals and Oil Products retail, reflecting strong performance From these 
businesses. This was more than offset by significantly lower realised refining margins as well as lower 
contributions from trading. 

Realised refining morgins reflected significantly weaker refining industry conditions in all regions due to structural 
global overcapacity and v/eak demand. Contributions fiem refineries in North America were also impacted by 
the narrowing price differential betv/een North American crude oil markers and the Brent crude oil marker, os 
well as maintenance octivities. Contributions from Chemicals increosed as a result of strong operating 
performance in all regions and improved industry conditions in the Unired States and EurofDe. 

Oil products sales volumes increosed by 2% compored with the some period □ year ago, mainly as a result of 
increased trading volumes end cm accounting policy change (see Note 1 bj, pertly offset by lower marketing 
volumes, 

Chemicals sales volumes decreased by 2% compared with the some quarter lost year, mainly as o result of an 
accounting policy change {see Note 1b) and contract expirations, partly offset by higher trading volumes. 
Chemicals manufocturing plant availability increosed to 96 % from 89% for the third quarter 201 2, os a result of 
strong operating peiformance arid lower planned malr>tenance. 

Refinery intake volumes were 2% higher compared with the same quarter last year, mainly as a result of an 
accounting policy change {see Note lb). Refinery ovailobilify was 93%, compared with 92% For the third quorter 
2012 . 
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Third quarter Corporate results and Non-controlling interest excluding identified items were a gain of $99 
million, compared with a loss of $60 miHion in the same period last year, identified items for the third quarter 
2013 were a net charge of $47 million, whereas earnings for the third quarter 2012 did not include any 
identified items (see page 5}. 

Compared with the third quarter 201 2, Corporate results excluding identified items mainly rejected lower net 
interest expense and lower costs. 


FORTHCOMING EVENTS 


Fourth quarter 2013 results and fourth quarter 2013 dividend are scheduled to be announced on January 30, 
2014. First quarter 2014 results and first quarter 2014 dividend are scheduled to be announced on Wciy 1, 
201 4. Second quarter 2014 results and second quarter 2014 dividend are scheduled to be announced on July 
31 , 2014. Third quarter 2014 results and third quorter 2014 dividend are scheduled to be announced on 
October 30, 201 4. 
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UNAUDITED CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED INTERIM FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 





■11 


I li i l l 


i-.n 

Vr -ife-f 

■ J J-* 

tiiltiiBRir- [^ufcji Fitar iii} 

111 




j-sV:e-i.S 


1 









£ffS3 .: V s . . 



u iTri. j 





-S 2tl i 

f. it 


■: ijJ', i .hs 

'.lu ' "ll 


ra§ -1 • r- -s 

- 

iiiBliiiliinh 



N;2tB5 J fti 10 ore cm Intefjrnl pari of ihtse Condensed Consdidrited fniwim Fi’ntmda! Slolemeril';. 


Royal Dufch Shell pic 9 






333 



Notes 1 to 10 are an infegral port of these Condensed Consojidoied Werim rlroncid Stalentsrfs. 
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infegral part of these Condensed ConscJidoled Intai im Financini Stniemenh 
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NOTES TO THE CONDENSED CONSOUDATID INTERIM FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 


I. Basis of preparaHort 

These Condensed Consolidated Interim Financial Statements ("interim Statements") of Royal Dutch Shell pic and its 
subsidiaries {collectively known as Shell) have been prepared in accordance with IAS 34 Interim Financial Reporting as 
adopted by the European Union and as issued by the InternoHonal Accounting Standards Board and on the basis of the same 
accounting principles as, and should be read in conjunction with, the Annual Report and Form 20-F for the year ended 
December 31, 2012 {pages 103 to 108) as filed wil^ the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission, except as described 
below; 

a) Revised IAS 1 9 Employee Benefits was adopted on January 1 , 201 3, with retrospective effect (see Note 2|. 

b) IFRS 10 Consolidated Financial Statements, IFRS 1 1 Joint Arra/^emenfs and revised standards IAS 27 Separate 
Financial Statements and IAS 28 Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures were adopted on January 1 , 2013. 
The standards reinforce the principles for determining when an investor controls another entity and in certain cases 
amend the accounting for arrangements where an investor has joint control. The impact of the changes on the 
accounting for Shell's interests is not significant, hence comparative information was not restated; the major 
investments affected are listed in Note 7. 

c) IFRS 13 Fair Value Measurement was adopted on January 1, 2013, with prospective effect. The standard affects 
nearly ail instances where assets and liabilities are currently recognised at fair value, primarily by refining the 
measurement concept to represent an asset or !iobilil/s exit value. The standard olso introduces certain additional 
considerations to the measurement process and additional disclosures have been provided where considered 
material {see Note 6). The impact of the changes for Shdl is not significant. 

The financial information presented in the Interim Statements does not constitute statutory accounts within the meaning of 
section 434{3) of rtw Companies Act 200<6. Statutory accounts for the year ended December 31, 2012 were published in 
Shell's Annual Report and a copy delivered to the Registrar of Companies in England and Wales. The auditors' report on 
those accounts was unqualified, did not include a reference to any matters to which the auditors drew attention by way of 
emphasis without qualifying the report and did not contain a statement under sections 498(2) or (3) of the Companies Act 
2006. 

The Interim Statements are unaudited. 


Segment information 

Segment earnings (see Note 3) ore presented on a current cost of supplies basis (CCS earnings). On this bosis, the purchase 
price of volumes sold during the period is based on the current cost of supplies during the same period after making 
allowance for the tax effect. CCS earnings therefore exclude the effect of changes in the oil price on inventory carrying 
amounts. 

Net capital investment (see Note 1 0) is defined os capital expenditure as reported in the Condensed Consolidated Statement 
of Cash Flows, adjusted for: proceeds from disposals (exduding those in the Corporate segment relating to other investments); 
explora^on expense excluding exploration wells written off; investments in equify-accounted investments; and leoses and 
other items. 

CCS earnings and net capital investment information are the dominant measures used by the Chief Executive Officer for the 
purposes of making decisicxis about allocating resources and assessing performance. 
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2. Accounting for defined benefit plans 

Revised IAS 1 9 Employee Benefits {JAS 1 9R) was adopted on January 1 , 201 3, with retrospective effect; comparative 
information is therefore restated. 

The revised standard requires immediate recognition of actuarial gains and losses and return on assets arising in connection 
with defined benefit plans through other comprehensive income (see page 10). Previously, Shell applied the corridor method 
of accounting under which amounts falling inside the corridor remained unrecognised, while amounts falling outside it were 
recognised (amortised) in income over a number of years. For the periods presented in this Report, the elimination of this 
amortisation is approximately offset by lower interest income being recognised in income under the IAS 1 9R "net interest" 
approach. Under this approach, interest income from defined benefit plan assets is determined based on the same discount 
rate as applied to measure plan obligations, rather than on an expected rate of return reflecting the plan's investment 
portfolio. 

The following table sets out the impact of the change on relevant fines in the Condensed Consolidated Balance Sheet, on 
gearing, and on the return on average capital employed (ROACE, see Note 9) for the twelve months ending at the respective 
balance sheet date. 
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The effect of the accounting policy change at January 1 , 201 2 was to reduce Accumulated other comprehensive income 
(within Other reserves) by $10,945 million. Retained eornings by $92 million and Total equity by $1 1,037 million. 

Income for the third quarter 2012 increased by $25 million, of which Upstream segment earnings increased by $21 million 
and Downstream segment earnings increased by $4 million. There was no impact on basic and diluted earnings per share for 
the third quarter 2012 nor on net cash from operating acHvities. 

Income for the first nine months 2012 increased by $63 million of which Upstream segment earnings increased by $58 
million and Downstream segment earnings increased by $5 million. Basic and diluted earnings per share for the first nine 
months 201 2 increased by $0.01 . There was no impact on net cash from operating activities. 
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3. Information by business segment 
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4. Share capital 
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Ai Royal Dutch Shell pie's Annua! General Meeting on May 21, 2013, the Board was authorised to allot ordinary shares in 
Royal Dutch Shell pic, and to grant rights to subscribe for or to convert any security into ordinary shares in Royal Dutch Shell 
pic, up to an aggregate nominal amount of €148 million {representing approximately 2,1 14 million ordinary shares of €0.07 
each), and to list such shares or rights on any stock exchange. This authority expires at the earlier of tfie close of business on 
August 21, 2014 and the end of the Annual General Meeting to be hdd in 2014, unless previously renewed, revoked or 
varied by Royal Dutch Shell pic in a general meeting. 
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6. Derivative contracts 

The table below provides the carrying amounts of derivative contracts hdd, disclosed in accordance with IFRS 1 3 Fair Value 
Measurement {iee Uoie Ic). 
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7. Major investments in joint ventures and ossociotes 

Of the major investments in joint ventures and associates listed in the Annual Report and Form 20-F for the year ended 
December 31, 2012 (page 1 17}, Aera, Deer Park and Saudi Aramco Shdl Refinery have been assessed as joint operations 
under IFRS 1 1 joint Arrangements (see Note lb) and ore no longer accounted for using the equity method as from January 
1,2013, 


8. Impacts of accounting for derivatives 

In the ordinary course of business Shell enters into contracts to supply or purchase oil and gas products, and also enters into 
derivative contracts to mitigate resulting economic exposures (generally price exposure). Derivative contracts are carried at 
period-end market price (fair value), with movements in fair value recognised in income for the period. Supply and purchase 
contracts entered into for operational purposes are, by contrast, recognised when the transaction occurs (see also below); 
furthermore, inventory is carried at historical cost or net redisable value, whichever is lower, 

As a consequence, accounting mismatches occur because; (a) the supply or purchase transaction is recognised in a different 
period; or (b) the inventory is measured on a different basis. 

in addition, certain UK gas contracts held by Upstream are, due to pricing or delivery conditions, deemed to contain 
embedded derivatives or written options and are also required to be carried at fair value even though they are entered into 
for operational purposes. 

The accounting impacts of the aforementioned are reported as identified items in this Report. 


9. Return on average capital employed 

Return on average capital employed (ROACE) measures the efficiency of Shell's utilisation of the capital that it employs and is 
a common measure of business performance, In this calculation, ROACE is defined as the sum of income for the current and 
previous three quarters, odjusted for after-tax interest expense, as a percentage of the average capital employed for the same 
period. Capital employed consists of total equity, current debt and non-current debt. The tax rate is derived from calculations 
at the published segment level. 
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TO. Liquidity and capital resources 

Third quarter nef cash fram operating activities was $10.4 tM'Hion compared with $9.5 billion for the same period last 
year. 

Total current and non-current debt increased to $37.1 billion at September 30, 201 3 from $33.0 billion at June 30, 2013 
while cash and cash equivalents increased to $14.3 billion atS^tember 30, 2013, from $12.5 billion at June 30, 201 3. 
During the third quarter 2013 Shell issued $3.75 biHron debt under the US shelf registration. No new debt was issued 
under the euro medium-term note programme. 

Net capital investment in the third quorter 2013 was $9,4 billion, of which $8.1 billion was in Upstream, $1.2 billion in 
Downstream and $0. 1 billion in Corporate. Net capital investment in the same period of 2012 was $8.0 billion, of which 
$6.9 billion was in Upstream and $1,1 billion In Downstream. 

Dividends of $0.45 per shore are announced on October 31, 2013 in reqaect of the third quarter, These dividends ore 
payable on December 23, 201 3. In the case of the B shares, the dividends will be payable through the dividend access 
mechanism and are expected to be treated as UK-source rather ihon Dutch-source. See the Annuo! Report and Form 20'F for 
the year ended December 31, 2012 for additional information on the dividend access mechanism. 

Under the Scrip Dividend Programme shareholders can increase their shareholding in Shell by choosing to receive new 
shares instead of cash dividends. Only new A shares will be issued under the Programme, including to shareholders who 
currently hold B shares. 


Nine months net cash from operating activities was $34.4 billion compared with $36.2 billion for the some period last 
year. 

Total current and non-current debt decreased to $37.1 billion of September 30, 2013 from $37.8 billion at December 31, 
2012 while cash and cash equivalents decreased to $14.3 billion at September 30, 201 3, from $1 8.6 billion at December 
31 , 201 2. During the first nine months 201 3 Shell issued $3.75 billion of debt under the US shelf registration. No new debt 
was issued under the euro medium-term note progromme. 

Net capita! Investment in the first nine months 2013 was $28.5 billion, of which $25.1 billion was in Upstream, $3,3 billion 
in Downstream and $0. 1 billion in Corporate. Net capitol inveshnent in the same period of 2012 was $1 8.9 billion, of which 
$16.0 billion was in Upstream, $2.8 billion in Downsfreom ond $0.1 billion in Corporate. 
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All amounts shown throughout this Report are urK3uclite<i. 

The companies in which Royal Dutch Shell pic directly and indinac^owns inve^manh are separate entities, h this document "Shell", "Shell 
group" and "Royal Dutch Shell" are sometimes used for convenience where references are made to Royal Dutch She^ pic and its subsidiaries 
in general. Likewise, the words "we", "us" and "our" are used to refer to subsidiaries in general or to those who work for them. These 
expressions ore also used where no usefol purpose is served by identi^ng the particular compony or companies. "Subsidics-ies", "Shell 
subsidiaries" and "Shell companies" as used in this document refer to companies over which Royal Dutch Shell pic either directly or indirectly 
has control. Companies over which Shell hos joint control tye gen^ofly ref^red to as "joint ventures" arrd companies over which Shell has 
significant influence but neither control nor joint control are referred to as "associates" In this document, joint ventures and associates may 
also be referred to as "equity-accounted investments". The term interest" is used for convenience to indicate the direct and/or indirect 
(for example, through our 23% shareholding in Woodside Petrc^um ltd.)cnwnership interest held by Shell in a venture, partrtership or 
company, after exclusion of all third-party interest. 

This document contains forward-locJcing statements caneerning the ftnahckd condition, results of operations and busines^s of Royal Dutch 
Shelf. All statements other than statements of historical foct are, cw may be deemed to be, forward-lookmg stc^ements. Forward-lcxd^ing 
statements are stc^ments of feture expectations that ca-e based on monr^anent's current expectati<wis ar>d assumptions and involve known 
and unknown risks and uncertainties thot could cause acted results, performemce or events to differ materially from those expressed or 
implied in these statements, forward-looking statements include,. wnwig earthings, statements concerning the potential exposure of Royal 
Dutch Shell to market risks and statements expressing marre^ment's e;^3ectcrtions, beliefs, estimates, forecasts, projections and assumptions. 
These forwcjrd-looking statements ore identified by their use of terms and phrases such as "'anticipate", "believe", "could", "estimate", 
"expect", "goals", "intend", "may", "objectives", "ourtook", "plan", "probably", "project", "risks", "schedule", "seek", "should", 
"target", "will" and similar terms and phrases. There are o number of factors that could affect the future operations of Royal Dutch Shell and 
could couse those results to differ moteriedfy frwn those expressed in the forward-looking statements included in this docomsnf, including 
(without limitation): (a) price ngchialions in crude oil and noteral gas; (b) changes in demand for Shell's products; (c) currency fluctuations; 

(d) drilling and production results; je) reserves ssfimates; {fl loss of rrorkef share and industry competition; (g) environmental and physical 
risks; fh) risks associated with the idenfificafion of suitable potential acquisition properties and targets, and successfel negotiation and 
comf^etion of such transactions; |i} the risk of doing business in developing countries ond countries subject to international sonctions; (j) 
legislative, fised and regulatory developments including regulatory measures oddressing ciimerts change; (k) economic and financial market 
conditions in various countries ond regions; (!) politiccJ risks, including the risks of expr^arictfion and renegotiation of the terms of ccmfrcKts 
with governmental entities, deloys or advancements in the c^jpwovcJ of projects and delays in the reimbursement for shared costs; and (m) 
changes in trading conditions. All forward-looking statements contained in this document ore expressly quolified in their entirety by the 
coutionary statements contained or referred to in this section. Readers should not ploco undue reliance on forward-looking statements. 
Additional risk factors that may affect future results ore contained in Royd Dutch Shell's form 20-F for the year ended December 31 , 201 2 
(avaiiabie at www.shell.com/investor and www.sec.gov). These risk foclors also expressly qualify ail forward-looking statements contained in 
this document and should be considered by the reader. Each forward-looking statement speaks only as of the date of this document, October 
31 , 201 3, Neither Royal Dutch Shell pic nor any of its subsidiories undertake ony cbligation to publicly update or revise any forward-looking 
stotement as a result of rsew information, future events or other intermofion. In light of flrese risks, results could differ materially from those 
stated, implied or inferred from the forward-looking statements contairted in this document. 

We may have used certain terms, such as resources, in this document that the United States Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) 
strictly prohibits us from including in our filings with the SEC, U.S. investors are urged to consider dos^y the disclosure in our Form 20-F, File 
No 1-32575, available on the SEC website www.sec.gov. You con also obtain this form from the SEC by cediing 1-800- SEC -0330. 


October 3 1,2013 


The information in this Report reflects the unaudited cons<4idaled finoncitd position ond results of Royd Dutch Shell pic. Company No. 
4366849, Registered Office; Shell Centre, London, SEl 7NA, England, UK. 


Cofilaets: 

- Investor Relotions: international +31(0)70 377 45'^; North America +1 713 241 1042 

- Media: Intemotional +44 (0) 207 934 5550; USA +1 713 241 4544 
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Senator Cardin. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Mr. Faber, I particularly thank you for your comments because 
I appreciate your testimony, I very much appreciate the group you 
represent, the Environmental Working Group. We are in agree- 
ment on our goals, and that is we understand the importance of en- 
ergy security but we also want to make sure it is done in a way 
that is in the best interest of our environment. And I fully concur 
in that. 

And if we were drafting a Renewable Fuels Standard bill today, 
I think we would be very cautious about using corn ethanol. And 
yes, you can say something positive. It is produced domestically. 
But the damage it causes and the disruption to the food supply, its 
efficiency issues, are certainly not the desirable outcome and we 
would want better results. 

So, my question to you is, how do we level the playing field for 
second generation biofuels in the Renewable Fuel Standard provi- 
sions so that we can go to the type of product that is not only do- 
mestically produced but is better for the environment and our food 
supply? 

Mr. Faber. Thank you. Senator Cardin. As you well know, the 
rise, the sudden rise in corn prices had a devastating impact on the 
broiler industry. Just between 2008 and 2011, about one-third of 
broiler companies were either in bankruptcy or closed or for sale. 
So, it was a difficult time to make, for that industry to make the 
adjustment to the higher corn prices. I think is important to re- 
member that while it certainly helped one part of agriculture, it 
had a really significant impact on a second point of agriculture. 

And to your point, I think if we had known that there would be 
this surge in prices in 2007, as a result of the mandate, we might 
have written a different kind of policy. Going forward, we think it 
is important to find ways to reduce the amount of corn ethanol that 
is blended into gasoline. 

As we have heard, there is a limited pool for ethanol of any kind. 
Right now, that pool is saturated by corn ethanol. To make room 
for second generation biofuels, especially cellulosic ethanol, we be- 
lieve it is important for Congress to help reduce the amount of corn 
ethanol that we are required to blend into gasoline. We think that 
would send a powerful signal to the investment community to place 
their bets on second generation fuel. 

Senator Cardin. So, just reducing the corn ethanol numbers 
would put additional incentives for investment into the next gen- 
eration? 

Mr. Faber. I think we have to face a simple fact which is that 
the way that we are managing RFS, the delays in the RVO, the 
likelihood of litigation has created an enormous amount of uncer- 
tainty, and it is time for Congress to step in and provide some new 
direction so that the investment community knows what sorts of 
investments to make. 

Senator Cardin. And let me bring up the second issue that you 
and are I in total agreement. The argument being made against 
trying to move forward a sensible reform of the Renewable Fuel 
Standards is that it opens up an area that could be mischief And 
we have heard this argument many times before. 
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My view is that good policy is what we need to do and that the 
failure to enact good policy builds a pressure for more extreme re- 
sults that could be damaging to our overall objective on the Renew- 
able Fuel Standards. Would you want to comment on that? 

Mr. Faber. I share your concerns. Certainly amending the Clean 
Air Act is fraught with peril. There are other proposals to weaken 
the Clean Air Act that might be offered as part of that process. I 
think it is important to keep that in mind as we reevaluate 

Senator Cardin. And I assume that if we do any of those issues, 
you will be one of the strongest voices to point that out? 

Mr. Faber. Absolutely. 

Senator Cardin. And I will be also. 

Mr. Faber. I think there is a coalition that includes environ- 
mentalists, the people who produce food, the people who manufac- 
ture cars and other small engines who would work together to try 
to fend off any of those proposals, in part because we ultimately all 
want to see a more certain regulatory environment that really 
spurs the growth of these second generation fuels. 

Senator Cardin. Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. Yes, and there is a similar coalition that would 
oppose us even opening up the Clean Air Act. I can assure you of 
that. 

Mr. Coleman, you wanted desperately to say something. And 
then we will turn to Senator Fischer. 

Mr. Coleman. Yes. Thank you. I sort of accused the RFS debate 
of flowing down the line of misinformation and I am hearing more 
of it, so I just want to respond. 

Point No. 1, the monopoly question that Senator Inhofe raised. 
It does not matter whether it is a monopoly or not. It is not a price- 
driven, competitive marketplace. It is controlled at the top by 
OPEC, in the United States it is controlled at the wholesale level 
in huge swaths of this country by ExxonMobil. And so let us not 
get into a debate about whether it is a monopoly or not. 

The issue is that it drives innovators out of a space. So, our guys 
have to look for and say, all right, if I innovate and if I create a 
better mouse trap and I beat those guys on price, I am going to sell 
my mouse trap. The problem with OPEC is that they can meet on 
a Tuesday, change prices on a Thursday, and that increases risk 
through the roof for guys that are trying to predict what is going 
to happen in 2017, 2018. 

So, to Senator Inhofe’s point, it does not matter whether it is a 
monopoly. What is happening is collusion in driving innovation out 
of the space, and the RFS fixes that by giving us a reasonable ex- 
pectation of demand over time 

Senator Boxer. OK. I have to cut you off. You made a good point. 

And I want to say. Senator, do you mind if Senator Vitter goes 
first with his remaining 3 minutes? Thank you. 

Senator Vitter. Thank you. General Clark, did I hear your state- 
ment right that it is clear, and manufacturers agree, that E15 is 
fine, safe and no problem for 2001 and later? 

General Clark. I said that the Department of Energy tested a 
number of cars, I think 80-some-odd cars, 150,000 miles, 2001 and 
later models, with no problems from E15. What I said was manu- 
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facturers on current models, 2011, starting 2012 and 2013, those 
manufacturers are warranting for E15. 

Senator Vitter. OK, that is an important clarification. 

Let me just submit for the record some questions and answers 
summarized in a Jim Sensenbrenner letter which makes it crystal 
clear that manufacturers are extremely concerned about E15 for 
those older models going back to 2001 because that is a big concern 
by the people who make those engines. I would submit that for the 
record. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. 

Senator Vitter. Let me also comment in reaction to some of the 
discussion about Clean Air Act issues, et cetera. Just as one hope- 
fully important example. Senator Cardin and I are working on a 
focus bill in this area. The goal of that bill is to make this program 
far more workable and take out the threat of hitting the blend wall 
and causing real disruption, particularly for consumers. 

The goal is not to revisit the Clean Air Act, to do away with the 
program, et cetera. Many of those things I would support. But in 
the context of working on this bill, that is not only not the goal, 
but I will oppose amendments that do that. And so it is just going 
to be about that sort of important reform to this program which I 
think is necessary. 

Having said that, if the choice is between EPA using its waiver 
authority, and presumably it will have that every year, or doing a 
reform legislative effort like that which is not about the Clean Air 
Act, which is not about doing away with the whole program, I 
would like to hear from each of you what path you think we should 
go down. Basically, the legal status quo, let EPA handle it, or a fo- 
cused legislative fix? 

Senator Boxer. Senator. Would each of you commit to putting 
that important question in writing and getting it to this Committee 
in the next couple of weeks? 

Senator Vitter. OK. And then in closing, Mr. Drevna, is EPA on 
time for the biodiesel standards? 

Mr. Drevna. Absolutely not. 

Senator Vitter. And does that impact EPA’s ability to increase 
the mandate again? 

Mr. Drevna. Absolutely. If you look at section 211(o) of the 
Clean Air Act, when the RES was enacted, the four buckets, so to 
speak, the different fuels, when it. Congress, set the volumes. 

Senator Vitter. A final related question. Does any type of eth- 
anol impact that blend wall issue? 

Mr. Drevna. As I mentioned earlier. Senator, once that molecule 
of ethanol is in an engine or an automobile or vehicle, it cannot dif- 
ferentiate whether it comes from corn, sugar cane from Brazil, or 
cellulosic that may or may not exist. 

[The referenced information follows:] 
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^ Sign «p let News from Jim 

In July, 1 contacted 14 automakers to inquire what would happen tfE15 was used In 
their products. Automaker response s (view herc'i overwhelminqlv show that E 1 5 will 
damage engines, void warranties, and reduce fuel efficiency. Americans need 8 fuel 
that will give them more miles out of a gallon of gas and extend the lives of their 
cars— not one that vviH prematurely send their vehicles to thejunkyard. For example: 

* Chrysler “Wc are not confident that our vehicles will not be damaged from 
the use of E15. . . . The warranty information provided to our customers 
speciHcally notes that use of the blends beyond EiO will void the warranty." 

- Toyota: "Toyota cannot recommend the use of fuel with greater than EiO for 
Toyota vehicles currently on the road . . , .Our policy remains that we will not 
provide warranty coverage for issues arising from the misu.se of fuels that 
exceed specified limits." 

Cun i( be used on non-vehicle engines? 

If EfS is tnade available In the marketplace, there is a serious concern for misfueling. 
K 1 5 is not approved for off-road engines. In fact, it is downright dangerous in small 
gasoline-based engines like those in our lawnmowers, boats, and ATVs, E 1 5 in a 
boat engine is like metal in a microwave. 7716 United States Coast Guard warned that 
E ] 5 in marine engines increases the risk of fires and explo.sions. 


What is El 5? 

El 5 is gasoline with 15 percent ethanol content, 

Whal is is harmful? 

E!5 burns hotter dian other fuel, andean harm engines. 



Timeline: 

2/6/2012: Thirty-one organizations expressed their suimori for Congressman Jim 
Sensenbrenner's legislation, H.R. 3199, which requires the EPA to contract with the 


http://sensenbrenner.house.gov/fssues/issue/?IssuerD=56703 


12/11/2013 
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El 5 - Congressman Jim Sensenbrenner 


Page 2 of 2 


National Academy of Sciences to study the elTects of E 1 5 on vehicles and engines, 
Tomorrow the H<mse Sclwice Committee wi!! mark up H.R. 3 1 99. 


intlQ 1 2: House Science Committee Passes .Seiisenbt enner BiH to Text EI5 


• Sens anbrenner Statement on Study Finding E15 Hann s Engine s 

tn Press R«l«a3es anti StiSefnei^ls on May }€. 20'.2 

• Sensenbrgnnef Comnient on Study Fiodtnti E1 5 Da wages Efnnines 
Posted in Press Reteascs aM Staieownis on 4. 2012 

Ai* HoUtsidNewa... 


hUp://sensenbrenrier,iKmse.gov/issucs/issue/?IssueID=S6703 


12/11/2013 
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My 3, 201 J 

The Honorable Lisn Jackson 
Admlnislrator 

TJio Enviroimientnl Pjofeclitin Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avcmio, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 

Dear Adminiatralof Jackson, 


Tiio Bnvifonnioniai Proteollon Agency (BPA) Is incrensiiigly out oftonch with Anierican consowers. 
Rebuilding our economy doesn’i ie<iuire tlrat \vc sncrifice our envlroiunenUU ideals, bill the costs of 
agency notions must be balanced against the environmental benefits. Imn casiugly, the EPA seems 
focHsed on rcgiiintory action witii cripiiting costs and, at best, minimal environmenta! bencftls. 

Tho BPA leoenily issued a waiver lo allow gasoline blends of up lo 15% ellianol {B15) In cars and (nicks 
of model year 2001 mid ialer. This decision was apparently based on nnirow Dcparlmcnl of Energy 
testing that did not consider tlio effect iitai EI5 would neltiaily linve on oar engines. 

On fime 1,201 1, 1 wrote to Id mito maimfaoliircis and asked 3 questions: (1) Will B1 5 damage engines 
of model year 2001 and latei'7 (2) Will your warraiillcs cover damage from Bi57 and (3) Will B15 
negatively affecl ftiel efficiency? 

Engine mnnufaeliirors Itave been nearly unanimous in llieir beliefs Hint El 5 will daiunge engines, void 
wan'anlie.s, and reiluee fuel effioienoy. In difficult cconomio times, eonsumeis need to gel more mites 
from a galtoii of gas and eiiiciid the lives of their cars. BPA’s waiver ilirealens liio already precarious 
financial situation of American families witli no di.sceriilbic enviromiiciiiat benefit. 

1 have nMnclied al! the rasponscs, but want lo highliglif quotes from endi maimfaefurer; 

Chrysler: "We are not confident that onrvcliioles wiilnot bedmnnged fromfiie iiseofElS . . . 
Tiio warranty information provided to our enstomors specilloally notes that uso of the blends 
beyond ElO will void the warranty.” 

Ford: “Ford docs not support the introduction of E15 into liic markelpiacc for the legacy fleet . , 
. Fuel not approved in the owner’s mniiual Is considered misfiicling and any damage resulting 
from inl.sf«eling is not covered by the wanaiily." 

Mcrccdcs-Bciir.! “Any cthanoi blend above ElO, liichiding El 5, will harm emission control 
syslcms in Mcreedes-BeiiK otigines, teading to significant problems.” 



floiuln: "Vehicle eiiginos weie not designed or bnili lo eceoimnodate (he higher coiiconSraHoiis 
of cUtftiiol , . , Tlicre ngpears to bo (ho potentiai fcrongliie faihire.” 

Mnzdfi; "The record fails to (lemoiisfrnte that motor voiiiolos would not be datiwged and result in 
fuiitires when rtiit on lit 5.” 

Toyotni "ToyoKi cannot recommend the «sa of fiiol with grealer flian BIO for Toyota veldclos 
ciureiitiy oi> the rood . . . Our policy reinnbis that we will not provido warranty oovorago for 
issues arising fl'om (lie misuse of fliols that exceed specified liiniis.” 

Nissan: “Wo are not at all confident that lliorc will not be damage to MY 2001 and later vehicles 
ilwl are ftielcd wiih El 5, in oiir view (ho recoit! falls to demoiislrnto that motor vohlolos , . . 
would not bo damaged and mult In failuros witen run on BIS." 

Voltc-swageii: "Volkswagen ngi'eo.s that fbo BPA did tioi coiiduet an adequate tc.sl progmni when 
El 5 was considered and then approved for use in coiivoiitioiial vehicles. , . Oitr ourront warranty 
will not cover ))roblcm.s sfeniming from tho use of El 5.” 

Volvo; "Tho risks relaled to emissions are greater than tho benefits in terms of COi when using 
loW'bIcnd El 5 for variants (bat are designed to B 1 0.” 

BMW; “BMW Group engines and fuel supply systems can bcdatnngcd by misfitollng with BIS . 
. . Dntnngo appears In the form of very rapid corrosion of fuel pninp parts, rapid formation of 
sludge in ilie oil pan, plugged filteis, and otiicr damage that is very costly to (he vehicle ownor,” 

Hyniiiiah "Tho BPA tests failed to conclusivoly show that tho vehicles will not bo subject to 
damage or iiioroased wear," 

Kiai "BPA testing failed to dotcnnhie liiat veiiiclos wifi not be subject to damage Of Inorensed 
wear,” 

And the problems do liof stop there. On June 22, 201 1, 1 sent a second Idler to sniall engine 
maimfnoturors. Wliiie tho EPA '.s waiver does not apply to small cnglne.s, many small engines aro fiioied 
remotely — gasoline is hiilially filled into n container which Is then used to fiiel the engine. This crcnie.s a 
snbslantial risk of mlsfneling despite liic EPA’s labeling ofFoit.s. In my Jmio 22 lelter, i asked small 
engine mnmifactureis if llioy svore confideuf fbat tho BPA had done enough to ovoid mlsfiioling and 
wIicHicr (liey (lionght Bi5 would damage their engines, la the litm'ted rospotises I have received, small 
engine mamifnciurers have cxprosserl .significant eoncorns, Those responses aro also attached. 

B 1 5 is a product that simply does not belong in (he marketplace. 1 nm writing to urge tlio EPA to hee<t 
these Winnings and rcconsidor its B! 5 waiver. In fiuthoranco of my work on tito House Sclcnco, Space 
am! Technology Committee and on behalf of my const itneiits, pleaso respond to the follosving qnesfions 
byjHly2t,20H; 

1 , Did tho EPA oonsidej’ the effects E 1 5 would have on engine durabilily and fnei efficiency before 
granting its waiver? 

2. Is the BPA confident IhntElS will not damage car ongiiics in model yems 2001 and later? 
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3. Wlmi eflcotcSoos llie EPA bulievefhat E15 will have on fuot ccononiy? 

4. Dobs iiiw EPA bdieve liiat its I'ccent taboiing safegiinrds for BIS will be sufficiecjl to proven! 
inlsflieliog ill car mid truck engines older limn model yonr 20 1 1 and In smal! engines? 

1 grently ajipjociBto your pptdpt response and ntlenlion (o fids tnniier. 


Sincerely, 






F. JamoVSsiscnfaroimer, Jr, 

Vice-Ciiaimiati, House Comniitfee on Science, Space, nncl Technology 


co: The Honorable Raljih Hnl( 

Chairman, Cominilico on Soieuoe, Space, and Technology 

Tlio Honorable Eddie Bemice Johnson 

Ranking Member, ConnuUfee on Science, Space, and Teclnioiog>' 
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KIA MOTORS 


Kla Motors Corporation Washington Office 
1660 U Street, NW, Suite 201 
Washington, DC 20D3S 
Tel: 202-503-1515 Fax; 202-503-1516 


hily 1, 2011 


The Honorable F, James Sensenbrenner, Jr, 

Vice-Chairman, House Committee on Science, Space and Technology 
United States House of Representatives 
Room 2499 

Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20S15-S101 


Dear Vice-Chairman Sensenbrenner, 

Thank you for your June 1, 2011 letter to Kia Group President and Chief Executive Officer Bysing Mo Ahn 
Inquiring on Kla's views of ethanol blends and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) efforts to 
change the levels of use by SO percent or to an EIS level. We are honored to be asked to comment on 
your work for the Mouse Committee on Science, Space and Technology and are pleased to respond to 
your specific questions on E15. 

Overall, Kla believes more testing Is required before Introducing a new fuel Into the marketplace. 
Scientific review can determine the positive and negative Impact a new fuel can liave on air quality, 
consumer acceptance and engine durability. 

We have addressed your questions outlined In the June 1 letter: 

Question One on confidence that our cars and trucks from model year 2001 and later will not be 
damaged by or wear out more quickly from the use of £15; EPA testing fatted to determine that vehicles 
Will not bo subject to damage or increased wear. Therefore Kla has no basis to conclude that vehicles 
wilt not be damaged by or wear out faster due to the use of E15. 

Question Two concerning current warranties and potential problems stemming from the use of £15 In 
cars and tracks from model year 2001 and later; On pages 9-10 of the Warranty Manual, Kla states; 

" Improper maintenance or the use of other than tho specified fuel, oil or lubricants recommended In 
your Outlier's Manual, It Is your obligation to ensure that you obtain all fuels, oils and lubricants from 
reliable vendors using quality products v/htch meet the Kia specifications Identified in your Owner's 
Manual. In the event that problems result to your vehicle due to service from vendors who use 
reduced quality products, your vehicle warraiitlos will not provide coverage," 
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KIA MOTORS 


Kia Motors Corporation Washington Offloo 
1660 L street, NW, Suite 201 
Washington, DC 20036 
Tel: 202-503-1S15 Fax; 202-SO3-1516 


Kla's Owner's Mnnuat In section 1, page 3 provides that owner's shouldn't use anything greater than 
10% ethanol and that a 15% mixture will damage the vehicle. (Kla Warranty and Owner's Manuals are 
attached for your review) 

Question Three on the effect of E15 on the fuel efficiency of our engines; Kla believes that EIS will lead 
to degradation In fuel efficiency due to the lower energy content than gasoline. 


Thank yoti for yotir letter and the opportunity to share our views on E15, If you have further comments 
or questions, I can be reached on 202 503-1515 or itsiakla-ric.com . 


Sincerely, 


■ — TT ”7T 

John T. Anderson 

Director, Kla Government Affairs 


cc; The Honorable Ralph Hall 

Clialrihan, Chairman Committee on Science, Space and Technology 
The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Committee on Scfcnco, Space and Technology 
Mr, Byung Mo Ahn 

Group President and Chief Executive Officer 
Kla Motors America 



Hpncta NorUi Amo/loo, Ino, 
}0p) is Sl/eo),N.VV.&>Ko9Sd 
\‘/{iihho5cn, D.C. JWOi 
PhO*-^(a»)e6f-'HOO 

June 13, 2011 

Hon. F. Janies Sotiseiibfcmier, Jr, 

Vice Chairman 

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology 
House of Ropresentnfives 
Washington, D.C, 20515-4905 

Dear Mr, Vice Chaimiaii: 

Mr, Tet-sno Iwamiun, Presidctii and Cliief Executive Office of American Honda Motor 
Company, Inc,, lias asked that I respond to j'our June 1, 201 1, letter regarding tiie Environmental 
Protection Agency's recent approval of a blend of 15 percent ethanol (B15) forruso in cars and 
trucks of Model year 200 1 or later. You have raised llie following three questions; 

1. Are you confident flint your curs and truchs from model year 2001 and later will not be 
damaged by or wear more quickly from use of E1S7 

As you know, the Cleon Air Act requires motor vehicle manufacturers to certify that the 
vehicles they soil will meet or exceed emissions standards in effect at the time each vehioio is 
introduced into commerce. There are specifie testing protocols that must bo employed for 
certification, inciiiding specifications for fuels used in the vehicles during testing. As a result, 
we engineer our vehicles to meet or exceed the standards utilizing the prescribed tost fuel, wliioh 
never has contained ethanol. However, given the fuels prevalent in the market over the last 
decade, the engines in Model Year 2001 later vehicles were built to operate on fuels wilh ethanol 
coiicoiitrations of up to 10% (ElO), 


Authorizing the sale of El 5 in 20 10 for vehicles huiltaner200l presents an obvious problem for 
auto mauufacturers - vehicle engines were not designed or built to accommodate the higher 
conceiiU'alions of edianol. The differences between ElO and EI5, inoludiiig El 3’s higher oxygen 
content, lower energy content and heightened conoslvily, require use of more robust conipoiient 
matci'ials and different engine cniibiations. The engines in our Model Year 2001 anti later 
vehicles do not have those neeessaty malorials or calibi'alions. 

In our owner’s manuals, Honda requires its customers to refuel their vehicles with BIO or below. 
The impact of El 5 on our engines is not completely known at this stage, although there appears 
to be the potential for engine failure. During the EPA’s consideration of the partial waiver 
approving tlio use of HI 5, Honda and its trade association, flie Association of Internntlounl 
Automobile Manufacturers (AIAM) (now known ns Global Automakers), urged the agency to 
defer its decision until such time as the testing program oii.the im])acf of EI5 on vehicles is 
complete. The testing is being managetl by the Coordinating Research Council (CRC), an 
independent orgniiizntion funded by the automobile and oil inrlustrles, with limited contributions 
from titc U.S, government, Honda is a member of the CRC and abtivo in its testing. 
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U is uiiforumate that BPA did iipf IM.aJoi' te! programs that are 

being iindortaketi by CRC. These prdgi^iji? jnciiSdeMUiMMste durability and fuel 

Altera jiiatprrai compatibility. Potential El $Treiatcd failuips liavc abcady been ideniified in 
'sotiie of these piogram,s, including the pd^bic cotifpimdiiig of a vehicle’s on-board diagnostic 
•sysicn 'Ibis ran lead to i!himmationoftho’‘checkerrginC'?dlght:Wlien in fael there rsjio . 
jualfimotion, or the failni-c of the light to Illuminate when tteck a problem, ■ 

EeCtitiSoBlS haa not been in the maifcel and our engines tvere not do^tghed for rts use, wo do not 
hav'c a detailed uudeistandiijg of the impHoations offhe widespi'ead.oseofthofiipl in opr 
vehicles. Ilowevei, these ently tesnlfs ftom the CRC testing cause us concern, 'ihe CRC studies 
are due to bo compleicd beginning in Jate-20) 1 . 

2, WijI yonr ^ni'pejit wai'i'njity epypp potential problems .stemming froin the use of 1S15 in 
cars gntj tr(tdJt|TrdJ|i niqdeiypiny2,0 and later? 

A.S iioied, above, tlohda produpts were designed, built and ceilified to operate oji Si 0 and below 
U.so of higlicr ideiids conld compromise the vehicle’s warranty. 

3,, AyfUlifd.aftect the fuel clTlciency of your engines? 

Btlianol Contains loss energy tlian gasoline on a gallon-for-.ga.lioit biisis. Accordingly>,cii|toineis 
can expect to experience about 5% - 6 % inferior fuel peouorny 5. rather P? 0^®. 

differenoe between ElO and EIS will be smaller). Customers using it85 j[i)i (I'yehicle deigned to 
use E?5) instead of El 0 will experience about a 27 % cieopoase iii Jhipi pednodty. For example, a 
vejricie that gets 300 miles to the tank on today’s gasojine will iikpjy achieve oniy about 219 
miles to the tank with E-85. 

If you have fiirther questions regarding El 5, please fee) free to contact me at (202) 661-d<t00. 
Sincerely, 

Edsvard B. Cohen 
Vice Pre.sldont 

Oovormnent & Iflduslry Rciation.s 

cc; The tfonornble Ralph Hall, Chairman 

Committee on Science, Space, and 'I'cchnology 

The Honorable Eddie Bernice Joiinson, Ranking Member 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tecluiology 



c:i-fir£YiSLKff« 


Jody TVapasso 

ViCO rj'0^{lci\t 
fxtnnw! MiftH 

Juno 23, 2011 


The Honorable F, James Sensenbrenner, Jr. 

Vice-Chairman 

House Committee on Science, Space and Technology 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2449 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-4905 

Dear Vice-Chairman Sensenbrenner; 

Sergio Marchlonne asked me to respond to your June 1, 2011 letter requesting 
Information about iiie Environmental Proteclion Agency's (ERA or Agency) 
decisions to allow the use of 15 percent ethanol (E15) in passenger cars and 
light trucks beginning with tiie 2001 Model Year (MY). 

Beginning In the late 1970'8, Chrysler was one of the first automakers to endorse 
and support the use of "gasohol" (i.o., gasoline wilh up to 1 0 percent ethanol, or 
E10). Since then, ail of our conventional gasollno-fuolod cars and trucks have 
bean designed and warranted for E10 operation. Chrysler has also produced 
Flexlbio-Fuel Vehicles (FFVs) since the 1998 MY and voluntarily committed that 
50 percent of our fiesi produced by 2012 will bo capable of operating on 
renewable fuels, Titose vehicles are designed, warranted and developed to 
operate on gasoline, £06 etiianol or any blend In between. 

While Chrysler has been a strong advocate of renewabie fuels, we have 
concerns about (lie potential liarmful effects of E16 In engines and fuel systems 
that were not designed for use of that fuel, in cooperation with other automakers, 
we have been conducting tests of vehicles In the 2001 and later model year 
vintage to assess the effect of El 6 on their engines and fuel systems. Prior to 
ERA'S decisions to allow E16, wo had requested that the Agency defer from 
making any decisions regarding higher ethanol blends for conventional vehicles 
until existing testing programs have been completed and the data fully evaluated. 


C!fr)'stefG/WjTLlC I CiMS 936-00-00 I l^«)UIStfeeimy,Si«[«?00 \ VVMh?i?eton, 00 USA I 20305 
PJlOilo J?02vn'{.675C I I |«fy.{r6rvwo^chfy25t‘f,coni 
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Provided below aro answers lo fhs three speoiflo questions asked In your letter. 

1. Are you confident ttiat your cars and trucks from model year 2001 and 
later wilt not be damaged by or wear more quickly from use of El 6? 

No, ws are not confident that our vohldes will not be damaged from the use of 
El 6. While future products could be designed to accommodat© E16 or other 
mid-level blends of ethanol, lestitrg to date suggests tfiat both newer and older 
models (non-FI-Vs) may experienco more engine wear and fuel system damage 
from the uso of E1t>, 

2. Will your current warranty cover potential problems stemming from the 
use of E10 in cars and trucks from model year 2001 and later? 

No. Chrysier's conventional vehicles (non-FPVs) are only warranted for use of 
E10. The warranty Information provided to our customers speciflcalty notes that 
use of blends beyond E10 will void the warranty, 

3. Will B10 affect the fuel efficiency of your engines? 

Yos. The energy content (Btu/gallon) of fuel doereasos as the ethanol 
concentration increavses. As a result, wo expect the fuel offictoncy of our 
conventional products (non-FFVs) to decrease with any increase In ethanol 
content. « 

I hope that this Information responds to your roquost. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you need any additional information. 




Susan M. Cfsohks 

Group Vioe Presidonl-Sustatnubilify, 
Envlronmont & Safofy Enjilnoorlny 


Worid Hofldquarters 
One American Road 
Dearborn, Ml 48129-2798 U.S.A 


June 8, 2011 


The Honorable James Sensohbrotwar, Jr. 

Vice-Chairman, House Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology 
Rayburn Houso Office Building, Room 2449 
Washington. D.C. 20S15 

Dear Vice-Chairman Sensanbronner; 

Alan Muialiy has asked me to respond to your letter of Juno 1 regarding the Introduction of E1 5 
fuel Into the marketplace, 

At Ford, we recognize the need to Increase the use of biofuels to meet the country's goals of 
energy security and reduced greenhouse gas omissions. Ford Iras produced, and continues to 
offer, a substantial number of flexible fuel vehicles (FFV) capable of operating on £85 (85% 
ethanol) across many models. The renewable fuel standard, passed Into law In 2007, requires 36 
billion gallons of biofuels to be blended Into transportation fuel by 2022, In order to meet that 
goal, the country needs to Increase the use of ethanol beyond the 10% (E10) used today, but 
needs to do so In a fashion that does not have a negative Impact on the legacy fleet. 

This can be accomplished by taking a prospective approach to the introduction of mid-level 
blends whereby manufacturers, provided with enough lead time, can design now vehicles wilh the 
oapabillly of accommodating the new fuel. Likewise, the lead lima will give fuel providers an 
opportunity to prepare to make the new fuel available nationwide. In contrast, an approach In 
which fuel spsc'lfioations are changed abruptly, and the new fuel Is allowed to be used on vehicles 
that wore not designed for It, Is likely to lead to undesirable oulcomes for consumers, the new 
fuel, and tiro legacy vehicles. 

Below are answers to your spooiflo questions: 


Q1 Are you confident that your cars and trucks from model year 2001 and later will not be 
damaged by or wear more quickly from us© of E167 

Ford does not support the Introduction of E16 Into the marketplace for the legacy fleet. The entire 
legacy fleet of rioh-FFVs, Including vehicles biillt In model year 2001 and later, consists of 
vehicles that were designed to operate In a range of fuels from pure gasoline up to a bland of 10 
percent ethanol (E10) - not E16. Wo remain concerned that legacy fieet, operating on a fuel the 
Vehicles were not designed for, will not meet customer expectations for quality, durability, 
perfomiance and fuel economy, as well as legal requirements to meet omission standards and 
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on-board diagnosilij regulations. Efforts to increase renewable fuel use must be carried out In a 
way that does not create undue risks and problems for existing vehicles on the road. 


Q2 Will your current warranty cover potential problems stemming from the use of E16 in 
cars and trucks from model year 2001 and later? 

The owners' manuals for these legacy vehicles do not Identify El 5 as a fuel that may be used In 
the vehicles. They go on to say that the use of a fuel not approved In the ov/ners' manual Is 
considered misfuellng, and that any damage resulUng from mlsfueling Is not covered by the 
warranty. To the extent that E.15 Is Introduced Into commerce, wa will work with our customers 
and dealerships as best we can to address any potential concerns, but we cannot redesign 
vehicles that have already been built and sold. 


03 Will El 6 affect the fuel efficiency of your engines? 

Going from the generally available E10 fuel to E16 will not liave a significant impact on the 
efficiency of the engine, but because ethanol contains less energy per a given volume of fuel, 
customers v/iil experience slightly lower miles per gallon when driving on E1 5 versus E10. 


Ford appreciates the opportunity to provide our views on this subject. Thanks again for your 
continued support of (he automotive Industry. 

Sincerely, 

^usan M. Clsohke 
Group Vice President 

Sustainability, Environment & Safety Engineering 
Ford Motor Company 



cc: The Honorable Ralph Hall 

Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and Technology 


The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Committee on Science, Space, and Technology 
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JmnM J. O'Sulilvort 

Mazda Norih Aniorlcan OparaHons I’fejnioni and ceo 



June'/, 20) 1 


The Honorable James Sonseiibrenner 
Vice-Chairfmm 

House Commilleo on Soionoo, Space and Technology 
Uniled States House of Roprosentatives 
24*19 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205! 5-4905 

Dear Vice-Chairman Sensenbrsnner: 

We appreciate receiving your June 1, 20 1 1 letter regarding BPA 's hvn partial waiver decisions llmt 
pennit the sale of gasoiino containing up to 15 percent cthnno! (HIS) for 2001 model year (MY) and 
newer passenger ears and tight (rucks, Wc believe that incrossiiig the allowable othunol content in 
gasoiino by 50 pereeni will have unintended consequences fornuio manufacturers, consumers, fuel 
suppliers and distributors. Mazda’s primary concern about an Hi 5 waiver is tltc overriding need for 
consumer satisfaction. 


Spsoirioally, your letter asks for responses to the following fiiree questions, Our responses arc 
provided below, 

1. Are you contldeiil that your cars and Iruclrs from model year 2001 and later will not bo 
damoged by or wear more quickly from use of Eisy 

No, wo are not at ail confitlciit that there tvill not be dontage to MY 2001 and later vehicles 
that fire ruoted with E)5. In our view, the record foils in demonstrate that motor vehicles (other 
than Fl-'Vs) would not bo damaged and result In failures when run on HIS. No Mazda vehicles 
wore inchided in the models tested by the govcrninenl. 

2. Witt your current warranty cover potential problems .stemming from tbe use of EtS in 
cars anti trucks from model year 2001 and later? 

Mazda vohioics covered by the waiver were designed to use a maxlnutin ofBlO, The direction 
in Ihe owner guides of Mazda vohiclo,s reflects the fact (hat they wero not dottlgncd to run on 
BIS, fiPA regulations allow monufoolurcr,s to deny warranty coverage for vehicles damaged 
due to inis-fucling (based on tita owner's manual instructions). V/e are eucoHraginB Mazda 
vehicle owners to continue to consult lltclr owners’ manuals for information regarding the 
appropriate fuel for their vehloles. 


?7&5!fytneO?H!or{)iivv frv«iO.CA9?ai6*?9?2 te'ejjhone 549 ?27’ 1050 
rOCoxl9734 lrviiie.CA0?020‘0734 Facsi/irio 949 727 6529 lnfen>B! hlfpi/Awtwmd/OabsacoJrt 
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MaztJB owner’s nstintmls specify lUo foiiowing; 

"Vow vshich coil me only oxygenafes that conlaln no more than 10 percent ethanol 
by volume, Harm to your vehicle may occur when ellumol exceeds this 
recommendation, or if the gasoltna co/mins any metlmol . " 

"Vehicle damage Olid drlvablllly problems resulting fvm the me o/tlw/ollowiiignmy 
not he covered by the Marda warranty. 

0 Gasohol coiiltdiilng more limit 10% athanbl. 

® Gasollm or gasohol conkthting nwllmnol, 
e leaded fuel or leaded gasohol, " 

3. Will EI5 affect (1j6 fuel efficiency of your enijincs? 

Yes. A gallon of eilianol has lower energy content iliaii a gallon of gasoline, Hierofbre, any 
incroaso in etlianol content will necessarily ilegrarle foe! economy. 

Thank you for considering our views. If you have any questions about ihis Information, piionse conlaot 
Barbara Noccra at bno ceraffSmHzriuiisa.com or 202.467.SOP6. 


Sincerely, 







James JTwSuKivan 




ca; Tlio Honorable llalph Hall 

Chalrnmn, Commlltcc on Science, Space, and Technology 

The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Committee on Science, Space, nnd Technology 
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JutW 23,2011 

The Honorable F, James Sensenbrenner, Jf, 

Vice-Chairman 

House Commlltee on Sojonco, Space, and T eohnotogy 
United Slates House of Repi'esefltativos 
Washington, DC20S16'-4905 

Dear Mr, Vioa-Chalman; 

This la In response to your June 1, 201 1 letter regarding the recant approvals by 
the EPA to permit a gasoline blend of 1 S pefeeni ethanol (El 5) for use In mode! 
year 2001 and later passenger cars and light trucks, Our Chairman asked me to 
respond to your request. 

On behalf of BMW of North America, LLO (BMW N A), please find below your 
questions followed by our answers. 

1, Are you conMent that yoUr cars ttn<itniol<s from model year aOOl aud 
later will not he damaged by orwear more gtifcldy from use ofEIS? 

BMW NA Response: No. BMW Group engines and fuel supply systems 
can be damaged by misfuefing with El 5. BMW has designed Its engines 
and (qel systems to operate with gasoline up to El 0 and our owners have 
already experienced damage when, for example, a gasoline tarmlnai hilxss 
greater lhari 10% ethanol Into the tatikor. As a result of periodic damage, 
BMW NA has Issued Service information Bulletins (attached) warning of 
potential damage, and our dealers have ethanol test kits to measure the 
perflentage of ethanol in the vehicle’s tank. 

Damage appears In the form of vety rapid corrosion of fuel pump parts, 
rapltl formation of sludge In the oil pan, plugged fitters, and other damage 
that is Veiy costly to the vehicle owner. 

As you v/oulcl oxpoot, engines and fuel systems already On tho road cannot 
bo retroactively designed to be compatible wltti ethanol blonds higher than 
used for the original design. 


2, WtHyourcurrentwarraniy cover potential problems stemming from 
' tho use ofEIS In cars and trucks from model year 2001 and later? 

BMW NA Response: No. Our warranty states that It does not cover 
malfunctions caused by use of fuels containing more than 1 0% ethanol, 
Our dealers have an alcohol detection tool to identify ethanol blends that 
exceed the allowable 1 6 % maximum, We anticipate that the owners of 
vehicles damaged by higher levels of ethanol will be frustrated, 
notwithstanding the warnings contained in otir warranty booklets, 
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3. Win El 5 offset the fuel efficiency of your engines? 

Response: Yes. Engine compression rallos, turbo-charging pressures, 
and control mapping ore designed to optimize fuel economy, performance, 
and emissions basod on a tnaxlmum of El 0, .Since ethanol has about 34% 

• less energy than gasoline, an engine designed to run on up to E1 0 will 
suffer a corresponding loss In fuel economy, More Irnportantly, use of 
ethanol blends higher than E10 In the wrong engines will result in drivabifiiy 
problems at blgfi and low tomperaturos Including hard starting, stalling, and 
hesitation. 


Recommendations 

BMW NA rbspecifully makes the following recommendations if increased percentages of 
ethanol In gasoline are regulred: 

• Legacy El 0 gasoline must bo required by law for the next 1 5 years to accommodate 
vehicles, motorcycles, and other power equipment currently in use that would be 

• •• damaged by E10+. 

♦ Implemonlallon of effective efforts to prevent misfuelirig. Including requiring strong 
language on pump labels on E10+ pumps that warn of damage from misfueling and 
advise users to “Check your owner's manual for ethanol warnings," and cohsidorihe 
use of a different nozzle size for El 0+ pumps to diminish "the chance of inadvertent 
misfueling, . 

0 An ethanol misfueling owner reimbursement clearinghouse, funded by the ethanol 
industry, should be established by law to allow owners to recoup repair costs from' 
misfueling damage. Vehicle OEMs and gas station owners should be Indemnified from 
damages caused by misfueling. 

e By law, before a gas station storage lank is filled with ethanol blonds greater than EO or 
El 0 for the first time, the tank must be cleaned and filters Installed to prevent newly- 
dissolved dirt caused by water and alcohol front being pumped into oonsumers’ tanks. 

» In general, we favor the !ntrocli.ict!on of on Increase to E20 In ethanol content togellisr 
with a 5 year minimum lead lime for engine and fuel system developers, 



PafloZ 
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If you or yourstaff has further questions, please contact tna at 201-571-5071, 


Slncaral^ ' ^ 

Thomas C. Balog a . 

Vlc'e President, Engineering US 


cc: The Honorable Ralph Hall 

Chairman, Committoo on Science, Space, and Toehnology 


The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Committee on Science, Space, and Technology 


Enclosures 
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Service Information 

Fuo! Systems B13 06 10 


Pnge 1 of 2 
April 2011 
Technical Service 


This ServlcG lafermallon bulletin raplacas SI B13 M 08 tintort August 2008. 

sn&mi 

Testing Fuel Composition 

MODEL 

All 

SITUATfON 

Fuel blonds containing o high p'eroenlago of alcohol (10% artd above), mainly sllinnol, are becoming 
more oommorclally available. Usage of EOS or any oSher high alcohol oonlon! blend (B.g., E30) In 
BMW vohlolos will cause various drivablllly complaints (cold start probioms, stalling, reduced 
■performanca, poor fuol economy, sloj; may cause oxcossivo emissions; and may cause Irreversible 
damage to ongine, emission control and fuel delivery systems due to Inoompailblllty of materials vvllh 
alcohoia. Refer to S! B13 01 08 Alcohol Fuol Blends In BMW Vehicles for complete details. 

In order to oorreolly cllagnoao various drivablllly complalnis caused by fuel blends wlih a Wgh lovoi of 
oihanol contort, BMW Is providing you With an electronic fuel composition tester. 


Fuol Composlllon Taster 
P/N 83 30 0 439 085 


Refer to B04 04 1 1 for more clotalls. 


PROCEDURE 
Safety Precautions: ■ 

» Gasoline Is highly flammable; observe normal precaullons for working wHh flammable liquids, 
Porfortn all tests away from any source of Ignition. A class B firo oxHngulshar must be available, 

• Wear proteolive oye prolaotlan with side shlolds and Nitrite rubber gloves for hantlllrtg the fester. 

• Ploaso adhere to any applicable OSHA regulations when handling gasoline. 

• Dispose of the mixture according to local, slate and federal regulations. 

Refer to the attached prooeduro forlosflng the fuol oompoBlllon of gasoline, 





366 
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WARRANTY INFORMA TION 

Componont damage, maifuaoltons, or any drIvabWy problems vpriHsd to bo caused by tlie use of 
fuels containing more than 10% olhanol (or other oxygenates vdlh more than 2.0% oxygen by weight) 
will not ba covered under BMW warranllea as this Is not copsfdored a defect In materials or 
workmanship. Always document the results found on the vsWclo repair order whenovsr performing 
this tost. ' . 
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Service Information 

Fuai Systems B13 01 06 


Page 1 of 2 
May 2011 
Teohnfoal Sorvloe 


This Seivice Information biillalin auporsodoe SI B13 01 00 dated September 2006, 
Chango's to this revision are IdGnllllad by a black bar, 

SUBJECT 

Alcohol Fuel Blends in BMW Vehicles 


Mo m, 

All will) gasoline engines 
SITUATION 

Fuel blonds containing a high poroentago (abqve 10%) of alcohol, mainly ethanol, are becoming moro’ 
commercially available. Cuslomere Inquire about tho posBlblllty of using alcohol fuels (e.g., B06) In 
BMW vehicles. 

INFORMATION , ' 

Fuels containing up to and Inbludtiva 10% elhanol; or olhor oxygenates wllh up lo 2.0% oxygen by 
woighl, that la, 15% MTBE (methyl lorflaiy butyl other); or 3% methanol plus an equivalent anwunt of 
oosolvenl will not volil tho appllcablo warranllos with respect lo dafecis In materials or workmanship. 

Usage of such aloohol fuel blends may restill In dtivablllly, starling', and stalling problems duo to 
reduced volatility and lower energy oonlent of the fuel. Those drivablllly problems may bo ospoclally 
evident under certain environmonlal conditions suoh os high or low anihlont tomperatures and high 
allllutie. 

Only spoolally adapted vohteles (FFV - Floxiblo Fuel Vehicles) can run on high aloohol fuel blends. 
BMW, for the various loolwloal and onvironmonlal reasons explained below, does not offor FFV 
models. 

Usage of E86 or any other high-alcohol content blend (e,g., £30) In BMW vohloles will causa various , 
dtivablllly complaints (eold-slarl problems, stalling, reducou porforinnnce, poor fuel economy, elo.); 
may cause excessive emissions; and may cause Irrovorsiblo damage to engine, omission control and 
fuel dellveiy systems due to IncompatlbltUy ol materials wllh alcohols. 




E86 fuel contains 8S% (by volums) elhanoi and 15%0a8o!!no, Ethanol can bo prodtiooci ohomfoally ■ 
ffom 'efhyleno or blologloaily from groins, aBricolliiral wastes, or any organic material containing starch 
or sugar. In Iho US, oltianol Is mainly produced from corn and Is otasstfied as a renewable fuel. 

Simitar to gasoline, ethanol oontalr^s hydrogen and carbon with additional oxygan moleoulos built Into 
Its ohamloal chain. This ctiamlo.al structure makes ethanol’s burning process sHghIfy oleaner than 
gasoline (iowor tailpipe, emissions). , • . . 

On Ilio other hand, due to lower carbon content, ethanol provides 27% lass onorgy (for Idanlloal 
volumo) than gasoilne, resulting In roduood fiiol a'conomy of E86 vehicles (approximately 28% higher 
consumption), Indreasod fuol consumption requires appropriately enlarged fuel tank oapaolltes 
(usually a 30% tnorease), and speolfio DME calibrations for Efl5 lower stolchlomelric alr/fusi ratio (10 
oomparod to 1 4,7 for gasoline engines). 

ESS fUBlvolalllliy Is typically lower than gasoltno (,RVP 6-10 psl, compared to 8-16 psi forgasollne). 
bower fuol volatility will reduce vehicle evaporative emissions, but it may cause cold-starling problems, 
aepaolally with lower amblonl leniporaturas. 

Under certain environmental oondlllons, mainly lower ambient temperaturas, eltranot separates from 
UtB gasoltne/alcohol mixiuro and absorbs water. The oihanol-absorbed water molecules aro heavier 
tiran gasoline or ethanol; they remain at the bottom of fuel tarsk and, whon Introduced Into the 
combustion process, they tend to form an extremely loan mixture resulllng lii misfire, rough Idle and 
cold-starting piohlema. . . 

Ceilain materials commonly used with gasoline are totally lncom)>otlble wllfi alcohols. When these 
' rnatortals come In contact with ethanol, they may dissolve In the fuol, whioh may damage engine • 
oompononta and may result In poor vohlcle drivabllfly;' 

Some metals (e.g., zino, brass, lead, aluminum) become degraded by long exposure (o ethanol fuel 
blends, Also, some nonmstalllo nlaterlaie used In (he aulomoUvo Industry siwh as natural rubber, 
polyurethane; cork gasket material, leather, polyvinyl chlorido (PVC), polyamtcios, mothyl-methaorylato 
plastics, and cerlain thermo and thermoset plastics degrade when In contaol with fuel ethanol. 

In ortlerto safely and effectivoly operate a motor vehicle running on EOS, the vehicle must be 
compatible with alcohol iiso. Some manufacturers hevo rievoloped vehicles called FFV (Flexible Fuel . 
Vohtete) that can operate on any blend of elhano! and gasoilne (from 0% ethanol and 100% gasoline 
to 86% ethanol and 16% gasoline). Ethanol FFVs are similar to gasoline vshloles, with main 
differonoos In materials used In fuel management and doilvery systems, and DME control module 
oalibrattons. In some oases, EOS vehicles also require special lubricating oils. 

Aftormarkot conversions of gasollno-poworod vohlolos to othanol-fuolod vehicles, although poselblo, 
ara not rocommended, due to Internal materials and DME software Irioompatiblllty as well as the high 
coats of conversion, 

in order to correctly dfagnoeo various drivablilly complaints caused by fuol blonds with a high level of 
ethanol content, refer to SI fi13 06 10, Testing Fuel Composition for applicable tools and prooodurea, 

WARRANTY INFOmATION ^ ’ 

Componsnis damags/malfunollons or any drivablilly problerne caused by the use of fuels oonfaining 
more than 10% etharwl (or other oxygenates with more than 2,0% oxygen by weight) will not be 
covorod under BMW warranties with respect to dofoels (n materials or workmanship. 
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Mercedes-Benz 


Meroedes-Oen?. USA, LLC 
Erns! H, Lleb 

Presfdcni and CEO 


June 10,2011 


The Honorable F. Jamea Senaenbrennor, Jr. 

2449 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205IS-4906 

Dear Congressman Sensenbramier; 

Thatik you for your letter regarding the Environmental Proteotlon Agency’s (EPA) decision 
to approve E15 for use in oars and trucks of Model Year 2001 or later, 1 appreciate the 
opportunity to respond to your Inquiry. 

Biofuels play an Important part in elrengthoning our nation’s energy security, But, like 
you, I am concerned over the EPA’s docialon to grant a waiver for El 5 use In certain 
model year oars end trucks. A premature Inlroduction of E1S Into the marketplace will 
heighten consumer confusion and undercut etudles already underway that aim to 
oValuate' ths 'oftoots bf Increased elhahdl bldn'da'CMYehlola parts mid 'systems. 

As’you'me)/ kh'ov/, riufnbrtfus or'ganlzatibtis'&ofOse'tlie United Slalep jiave'cShimen^ed on 
thefPAie deoisibn. Aijt'orhakers are ndt'aldrfe In vblolng.thelr opposition," Arribng others, 
Ihe auto Industry is Joined by organizations representing agrioulture, small engine 
mnn'ufaoturereVanU small business oftiisrs In i^nlformly opposing this premature decision 
on ethonol. . 

Throughout Its operations In Ihe U.S., Meroedes-Osnz has provided the most advanced 
engine and emission control systems to moot the requirements of the U.S. market. All 
current Meroedes-Bonz fleet vehicles end aeries model lines up to MY 2011 are designed 
and tsated for the use of E10. We have relied on this £10 blend well In our vehlole design, 
and any otiianol blend above E10, including Et5, will harm amissions control systems In 
Mercedes-Benz engines, leading to significant problems with oerllfloatlon, In-use testing, 
emlssloiisperforhionbe andfuefooonprtiy,' ■ 

Moroodas-Benz euslomers'who'mlsfueTWllfrEttJ'wlIrforbe the Gornpatry to faos a host of 
produot llablitty dollOh's. AlifioOgli frto'MeraedasiDeiiz warranty In the''own0r's manual is 
clearly restricted to ololma Involving "proper maintenanoe," It would be Impossible for the 
Company to prove that tlio Vehicle darhage Is due teffisiohief mlsfdellriB. ' ' . 

y^WqrcC'rfes B.cn? DSA, LlC ^ 

"* Ono 

r.o. oox ^50 

M/ Oi'6'15 0350 
Piiono(20!}W-OfiOO 
. -Fa)«{20i)67JQU7 . 
v.v^v.MPUSA.cofn 
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The detodoratlon, early woar, end eglng procose dopend on how muoli and how often 
Qustomers rnlsfuel. Thus, Merdedes-Donz and other manufaoturora will be foroad Into 
legal actions at 0 serious disadvantage. 

More information on tlm compatibility of higher athono! blends in vahloles must be 
obtahied"Wa simply need more research on the possible negative effects this could have 
on engines and vehicle oomponenls. 

At Meroedae-Benz, oonsuiner ealisfnotlon la paramount. Anything that might Jeopardize 
our customer'a perception of duality, performance, and safety of a Mercedes vehicle is of 
deep concern. For this reason, we have steadfastly opposed the EPA's decision to 
Inoreaso ethanol blonds without full, oomprohonsivo study, I am pleased that auto 
manufacturers have bean Joined by dozens of other assootntlons and Industries In voicing 
similar objections. 

Congressman, thank you for your leadership on this Issue, Again, thank you for 
oontaoting ms. 


SInoarefy, 
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TOYOTA MOTOn NORTH AMfiRICA, JNC. 
WASHiNGTON OFFICE 

601 THIRTEENTH STREET, NW, SUITE OiO SOUTH, WASHINOTON, DO 20006 


TEU (202)770-1700 
FAX: (202)022-0920 


Jih«>13,2011 

The Honorable F. Jnihos Sonsonbreiiiior, Jr, 

Vieo Chairmaii 

House Conmiitioo on Seleijce, Space, and Tcclmology 
Room 2‘t'li) Rflybmn Ilouse Offwe Building 
■Wasiiington, DC 20515 

Dear Vico Chairman SensoiibrcnnCr; 

I am writing in response to your June 1, 201 1 leller to James LenSz conccming (he 
Envlropmehtal Protection Agency’s (BPA’s) approval of El 5 for nso in 200! model year and 
later vehicles. 

Toyota .strongly supports tlio development of alfornalive fuels to holj) rcdiioo dependence on 
foreign oil and potentially rwluco vehicle emissions. However, along with many other 
mitomobilo mannfaolurcrs, Toyota is concerned about the EPA walvera approving use of El 5 for 
2001 model year and newer veiiioles, As yon may know, Toyota Is a member of the AlHanoe of 
Autompbile Maiuiftioturers and the Assooiiition of Qlpbal Automakers, and these trade 
associations have Joined with die National Marino Maimfaoluror’s Association and tho Outdoor 
Power Equipment Industries to oliallcngo EPA’s EI5 waiver decisions. 

Listed below are tho questions from yoiu' leltor along with Toyota’s rosponso; 

. I) Are you confident that your oars ami trucks Aom model year 2Q()\ and later will not bo 
damaged by or wear moioqnickly Aom use ofEI 5? 

RESPONSE: Wifli the exception of llteFloxIblelhiol Vehlcic (FFV) versions of our 
Tundra and Sequoia (wiiioli wore designed speclficaliy for the higher ethanol-based fliel), 
ail Toyota, Lexus ami Scion models on the toad today have only been dosigiied for fuels 
with up to 10% ethanol (BIO), Moving from BIO to E15 rejirosonls a 50% Jnoronso in llie 
alcohol eonteut of tho fiiol compared lo wiiat the vehicles wore dosigneii to aeoepl, 
Unfortunately, llie data considered in coimcctlon with EPA ’s El 5 waivers does not 
adequately detenniiio llie effect of this chaago on Toyota’s legacy fleet. Accordingly, 
Toyota caiuiot recommend the use of fuel with greater iiian BIO (l0% ethanol) for Toyota 
veliiolos ourrontly on the road, except for tho FKV’s. 

2) Will your ourrciU wairnuly cover potential problems stemming from tho use of E 1 5 in 
oafs and trucks from model year 2001 mid later? 
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RESPONSE; The vehlole owjier's marainl foe Toyota, Lexus atid Scion vehicles cleariy 
recommends against using fuels with ethanol content: greater than 10%, except for the 
FFV’s, wliioh can use fltels up to 85% ethanol, Our policy remains lliat wo wiil not 
provide wari-aiity coverage for issues arising from the misuse of fuels that exceed 
specified limits. 

3) Will El 5 affect the fiiol effiolonoy of your engines? 

RftSPONSB: Becntise a gallon of ethanol has lower energy content than a gallon of 
gasoline, higtier level etlwtiol blonds will generally result in lower real-world vehicle fuel 
economy, 

Toyota recognizes tliat etiianol and olhei' renewable fiicls wilt contlnno to play an important role 
in US energy policy. But, rather than pursue a retrospective sohitioii that carries subslanllat risks 
for consumers, automakers, erjuipment makers and fiicl providers, wo need a prospective 
solullon that inovides adequate lead time for vehicle development, fueling infrastructure 
modifications and misflieling prevention measures, In .supjjurl of tills notion, and to avoid a 
cotillminlly moving target, Toyota stands ready and willing to develop E20 compatible vehicles 
in tile future provided these issues are addiosscd. 

We welcome the opportunity to work with key stakeholders in Congress, the legutatory agencies, 
the auto industiy, the fuel induslry and others to examine a pmotical pathway forward. Please 
contact mo if you have any questions or need any additional infornuition. 


Sincerely, 



Vico Presldont, Govonimont & Industry Affaira 
Toyota Motor North America 
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VOLKSWAGEN 

GROUP Of AMERICA 


June 9, 2011 


MUTHrtUfOiecMnUR 
imvimvia rM5fD(Kjf, 
CIlirffiRJKCfAlOFfiCSC 


The Honorable R Janies Seiisenlweniiep, Jr, 

Vice-Chairman, Mouse Committee 0 !) Science, Space, amlTechnoiogy 
SI.S, House of Uepresentatives 
2449 Kaybiirn House Office Buikiing 
Washington, D,C. 2OS1S-490S 

Dear Congi'csamnn Sensenbrenner, 


f'Hufif tiJiij jtiney 

M!<MAfHO!lSCimUfcCPW,CO« 

vmnmciifvxWPQfMmiiA.nK 
1100 irRooiANo foKsem mwi 
M(PHOOS.\lMOat 


Thaitit you for your June 1 letter to jon Drowning tiuiulrlng about 
Volkswagen Group of America's position on RPA's decision to allow B15 
for use in cars and trucks of model year 2001 or later. Mr, Browning is 
out of the country and has asked that I respond on liis behalf, We 
appi eclate your leadership on this issue and support your legislation to 
block the Implemontatlon of tills rule. Below please find our I'esjionses to 
your questions, 


1, Areyoti confident that your cars and trucks from model year 2001 
and later will not he damaged by or wear more quickly p-om use of 

ms? 

Volkswagen does not have complete confidence that our vehicles will 
have no pi'oblems related to the use of B15. During tlie developnient of 
oxlstlng products no manufacturer tested for E15, since this fuel was not 
considered as a possible fuel when these vehicles were designed and 
te.sted. There is risk that a poptilallon of these existing vehicles could 
experience some type of problem due to E15. 

Volkswagen agrae.s that the KPA did not conduct an adequate test 
program when B15 was considered and then approved for use hi 
conventional vehicles. The auto and petroleum Industry, through the CRC 
organlv-atlon, conducted some ilniltod testing of five vehicle areas where 
It was felt R15 could cause problems with some population of 2001 and 
newer vehicles. These five areas of concern are the following: base 
engine durability, cataly.st durability, fuel system coiiiponBiits, 
evaporative emissions .systems and on board diagnostic (ODD) systems. 
The CRC testing indicated that some vehicles may be subject to problems 
related to E15 In the areas mentioned. It Is possible that Volkswagen 
vehicles are Included In the population of vehicles that could expei-lence 
problems. 
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2, Will your cutrmt warranty eover potantkd problems stemming 
from the use ofElS in cars and trucks from model year 2001 and 
later? 

No. Our cuw'otit warranty wHl not cover problems stemming from tlie 
US6 of BIS. Our owner’s manuals currently rocommerKi the use of ElO 
fueLs. We disagree with the EPA decision to allow BIS in 2001 and newer 
vehicles and our advice to our customers is to Follow the 
recommenchufoii found in the owner's manual. 


3, Will MIS affect the fuel efficiency of your engines? 

Yes', BIS will affect fuel economy negatively. Ethanol has less energy 
content than gasoline and a higher percentage of ethanol will result in 
lower fuel economy. Hthanol lias higher octane but there Is no assurance 
the Increased ethanol wit) raise the octane of the fuel, since the octane of 
the base gasoline can be towered if a higher level of etimnol is used, 

In summary, Volkswagen Group of America supports renewable fuels and 
Increased use of ethanol, hut disagrees with the BPA's approach to use a 
higher blend in older vehicle, s not designed to use this fuel. A more 
sensible approach is to set a higher level blend In tlie futttre with 
adequate lead time for the Industry to design their vehicles to the 
prescribed higher blend level. The blentl level .sliould be set such that the 
RFS II requirements are fulfilled. Tho result would be vehicles designed 
for and optimized to a new Idgher othanol fuel. Tills new fuel should also 
have a new requirement for a higher octane valiie tiiat vehicle 
manufacturers can design to In order to optimize €02 emissions, Finally, 
ElO should remain on the market for legacy product. 

Again, tiiank you for recognizing this issue as problematic for 
manufacturers, and ultimately consumers. Please do not hesitate to 
contact otir Vice President of Government Relations, Anna Schneider, 
with fwther questions, 



V-' ' . ' » 

Michael Lohscheller 


cc: Amm Schneider 
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•VOUVO 

Volvo Car Corpomtion 


The Honorable F. James Sensonbrennor, Jr., VIce-CliaIrnian 
House CommllloB on Scisncs, Space, and Technology 
Room 2<M9 

Rayburn House Oice Building 
Washlnglon, DC 20515-4905 


Goto Teiaphftno l«f bR&io Tflte/an Oui’ {ofmrco 

2011-05-02 


Dear Vice-Cliairnian Soiiscnbrenncr: 


In response to your Icttor of Inne 1, 201 1 regarding possible concerns of Volvo Cnr 
Corporation (VCC) and other con,stiliient.s about EPA’s recent approval of a blend of 1.5 
percent ethanol (BIS) for use in cars and trucks of Model Year 2001 or later*, Volvo would 
like to offer the following answers to the questions posed in your letter. 

1. Damage or wear from the use of BIS in model year 2 001 and later Volvo vehicles : 
Volvo would oxpccl accelerated engine wear and reduced durability over* the lifetime 
of any vehicle engine subjected to El 5 use. Fiehl studies done at markets with rising 
blends above E) 0 has shown signs of pieinatiire ageing of nibber components in tire 
fuel distribution system, which poses an increased risk regaiding evaporative 
emissions, Volvo voliiolos ctiiTcnlly meet evaporative and exhaust emission 
performance and durability requirements using fuel containing not more tlian 10 
percent ethanol (ElO). While wear and tear at the federal useful life standard of 10 
years/ 120,000 miles would already be concerning, Califoriiia's Zero Emission Vehicle 
iiseflil life slaiidavd of 15 yems/1 50,000 miles would pose an even greater concern. 

Volvo currently markets modified variants that can haiidle higher levels of ethanol 
tlmn E 1 0 in some niiu kcts 

- Volvo has not cinrcntly scheduled to include variants in iheU.,S‘, market that can 
cope with liighei* ethanol concciilrations than 10% 

- We can nut modify already produced cars to miniuii*ie the risk of the described 
customer and environmenta! problems. 

2. Waffaiitv covera ge of potential problems stemming from the use of Bt5 : Volvo 
owner's raammi .specifies a maximum 10 percent nllownble ethanol content. The 
owner's manual also stresses the importance of proper vehicle care and luaintenanco, 
inciiKiing the use of axrprovcd fuels, fluids, and lubricants. 


Volvo Csf Coffioraffon 
Sl£-4053l QC-!cbOfO 
Sweden 


Telophono 
f4631 59 0000 


neglsURUon No. 
656074-3069 


neglstSfGdOlflco 
06;cboi9. Sweden 
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VOILVO 

Volvo Cnr Corporallon 


Volvo's wan-anty, spelled out in « Wmranty and Maintenance Records Iiiforination 
booklet, reserves the right to deny warranty coverage for damage cmised by or under 
limited but specific circumstances, which expressly include; 

“Tim me of fuel mul/or oil, or other fluids which do not meet the Votvo-opproved 
standards as set forth in the Owiw's Manual, Volvo Service Literature or [in this] 
booklet , " 

However, it must also be understood that federal lasv puts the burdei! on the 
maiiufacUner to prove cause of emission failure. Therefore, any manufacturer would 
be prevented from arbitrarily assigning blame to the use of B1 5; such a dctenniiiation 
must be supported by evidence. Tlial kind of evidence can be elusive, given the 
uncertainty of histories of use of most motor vehicles, 

3. ElS's effect on vehicle fuel consumplion : Ethanol contains less energy titan gasoline. 
BIO already cause.s an increase in fuel consumption over unblended fuel. Volvo 
eslimates that on increase in ethanol to 15 percent will degrade fuel economy and 
increase fuel consumption by a further 2.5 percent. 

4. Bt5, an envirionmcntnl aspect 

Bringing a higher content of ethanol in the existing fuel mai kel can be an opportunity 
to introduce alternative fuels, If focusing on the environmenlai aspect, the Introduction 
of alternative fuels is in general a mullistep process, the Impact on the somco of fuel 
and how it used, 

Important environmental benefit is a reduction of the use of fossil fuels and replacing it 
with renewable fuel. In other words, it affects the C02 balance positively. 

The low-blend of ethanol, BIO and BI5, causes fuel con,sumi>tion to increase as 
tfescribed in paragraph 3 but C02 emissions are expected to be unchanged or belter 
when used. According to Volvo's calculations, C02 emissions from B15 will be 
roughly equivalent to BIO. 

In this case, whore tiic B15 is made available for all pas.senger car types from My2001 
designed to ElO bnt not B15, arises an environmental dilemma. The benefits when you 
utilize BIO to BI5 to reduce C02 the effect does not occur, it remains unchanged. 

As described in paragrapli 1, it is Volvo's eiigineeiiag assessment that there is a 
likelihood of accelerated engine wear and ntbber fuel system components are most 
likely to age prematurely, thus, adding an emission risk with respect to evaporative 
emis.sioiis. 

Voivo's summation leads to the conclusion that by mUoducing the BIS for variants that 
are designed to EJO, will add to the risk associated with respect to emissions while there is 



377 


VoSvo Car CorporaUon 


a no significant iniprovemcnt in C02 when using EiS instead of B30. Thus arise the 
conclusion that the lisks ieiated to emissioiis arc greater than the benefits in terms of C02 
when using iow-ble!Kl E15 for variants that are designed to ElO. Thank you for 
considering our views. If you have any questions about the infonnation, please contact 
Kallierlne Yehl at kyehl@voivocars,coin or (202) 412-5935. 


Sincerely, 



Doug Speck 

President and CEO 

Volvo Cars of North America, LLC 
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HYUHDRI MOTOR COMPflOY 

Washlnjjlon Oiltee 
1660LSlrC8i,NVV,Sullee20 
Washington, 0080036 
TEU (208) 206-6650 MAX! (202) 206-e<t3C 


Jmuc 30, 20) I 


The Hoiiorflbio R James .Sensenbi'emtcr 
Vieo-Cimiiinati 

Commitieo on Space, Soieiico mid Technology 
Uiiiieti Slates House of Roprosoiitativos 
2449 Raybiini Hoiiso Office Building 
Washiiigion, DC 205 15-4905 

Dem' Vicc-Chnimimi SeiiEoiibreiiiien 

Tiiaiik you for your June ) , 20 1 ! ieiter lo John Kmfcik, President, Ilyimdni Motor Amerion 
("Hyundai") regarding (ho Eiivironnienlal Protection Agency’s (BP A) partial waiver decisions 
pennUting tiie use of gasoline biended with up to IS percent eilianol (B15) in 2001 niodei year 
(MY) and newer passenger cars and light-dnly trucks, 

Hyundai recommends lluit before any now fne! is inlioduqed into llio mnrketplaco, 
eoipprehensive, independent and objective scienlific tesling be coniplolcd lo show tliai the fuel 
will not increase air pollution, harm engines, or endanger consumers, Fmiljer, Hyundai 
recommends llie establishment of adequate protections to prevent inisfueling. 

YouV letter asks for responses to .several questions negm'ding B15. The questions ami Hyundai’s 
responses are shown bciow. 

1 . Are you confident that your cars and micks fl’om mode! year 200 i and later will not be 
damaged by or wear more quickly for use of El 5? 

The BP A tests failed to comhistvely show that the vehiclas will not be siibfeci to damage 
or increased wear. Hyundai therefore has no bash to conclude that Its vehicles will not 
be damaged by or wear more qtde/dy due to the use of El 5. 
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Jimc30,20U 
Page 2 


2, Will youreurrentwarrniity cover potential problems sieinmiivg frojii the use of BIS in 
cats and tracks flom model year 2001 and Idler? 

Hymxkit ovniar ts manuals stale: "Vehicle damage or drivabUily problems may not be 
covered by the inaiuifaoturar's warnmiy If they result from the use of gasobol containing 
more than 10 percent ethtmol,.. “ The manuals also stale "Vo not use gasohol (gasoline- 
ethanol mixture) containing more than 10 percent ethanol ,., ", 

3. Will B1 5 affcot the fnel efficioney of yotir engines? 

BIS will negatively affect the fuel efficiency of Hyit/idai engines because ethanol has 
lower eneigy content than gasoline, 

Tiiank yoti for t!so opporlimity to share oar recommendations and to respond to your quosllons. If 
you havo any questions about lliis information, please mo at kn ilieniiessevtfahvnndni- do.com or 
at 202-206-5550, 



Vico President - Government Affairs 
co: The Honorable. Ralph Hail 

Chairman, Committee on Science, Space and Technology 

Tiie Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Cominitleo on Soienco, Space and Technology 

John Krafcik 

President, Hyundai Motor Amorioa 
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Antirow J. Tavi 

VP Legal sul Goveinmottt Alffllrs, 

and Qenored Counstd 


NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC. 

Corporate OlfJco 

Ono Nissan Way 

Frariklin, TN 37087 

Moiling Address: P.O. Box 085001 

Ffffltklln.TN 37068-6001 

Tolephone: 616.726.2252 

Fax:615.007.3050 


June 17, 2011 


Tho Honorable F. James Sonssnbronnor, Jr. 

Vico Chairman 

House Commlltee on Solonce, Space and Technology 
United States Housq ot Representatives 
2449 Rayburn House Olllce Building 
Washington, DC 20516-4905 

Dear Vice Chairman Sensenbrenner: 

Weappreolaie rocolying yom, letter datsci.Jufie t,2Sl,V regarding EPA’s two partial walvor'dsc[slons that'.,,' 
permit the sale of 'gasollne containing up to 16 percent ethanol (E15) for 2001 modebyear {MYj and newor- . 
passenger oars and light trucks. We believe that Increasing (he allowable ethanol content In gasoline by 60 
porcont will have unlntonded consequences for auto manufactures, consumers, fuel suppliers and distributors. 
Nlssan’a^prlmary oonaorn aboul.these' E16 waivers Is Ihe overrlding need for consumer safety and satisfaction. 

- 1' .:i'r ■ ■ ■' , I)!-; ■- I'l, ot ,.c ii:’ ■■nuoy..'' 

Specifically, your letter asks for responses to the following three questions. Our responses are provided 
below. : it-;'',.. i n t u.-'., 

1. Are ■yoif oonfldont 'that your’ oars ondUrucks fronT mdiief yearuZOOl' hhd later will not be 

damaged by orwearmora quickly from Use of E16? ■ , . . t ■ t 

IS?.'':;'::.''. , i. 'ic.i.irf ■ ; '.-o: it;-. . 5 i, .i. i ■ ■ . 

No, We are not at alf confldant that there will not bs.damage'td'MY'2001 -and later vehicles 'that.aro'- o" 
fuBlod with El 6i. ‘ In bur vfow the record fallS'lo' demoh^trate' that motor vehicles (oilier than FFVs) : ■ 

would not be damaged and re.sull In (allures when run on E16. 

2 . vyiii your current warranty cover potential problems stemming from the uee of E16 In oars and 
trucks from model year 2001 and later? 

NO; ‘Nlssan vehlolos covered by tho walvoT were' doslgnod to usC a maximifm 01 E10. The direclion in 
the owner manuals.of Nlssanvehioles rofloots (ho fachthnl they woroinoldesignod to'run Oh'EIE', 'EPA 
regulations allow manulacluros to deny warranty coverage for veWclos damaged due to mis-fueling 
(based 'on iHe ownerte manual tnslrucllons).' We are: bncouraging Nissan vehicle owners lo continue to 
consult Iholf'owner's manuals for Information regarding the approprlate'.fubl for the vehicles. 1 '‘i lu 

3. Will E13 affect the fuel efficiency of your engines? 

V ■■ 'ir .1 .' ■ . 1 ; ;,.1. -Vi, ' . 

Yes, A gallon of ethanol has lower energy contonl lhan a gallon of gasoline. Therefore, any increase 
,: i .'" . 'In ethanol content Will n'ecessarllytdograclo fuel eoenomy.'d 0 ( 1 -; , i- , -i. 'ii 

: ■■ .'.f ■■ . j !,■(■'. . .1 'iiatv 

i Tlite communicallon may conuln Inlormaliari IKa! la pm|)ilel9fy,-pii»iletmli conIHsnW of uOionUsa'Ioanlly prolocteS rmmldi^Cloaoro, aiKj lo Intondocl 
ooioly for Ihe usy oi Ihe latanded redpIanKa). If yop are.nol.qfi.intondpa/^pEoiiI, .or a poF^n foopoaeiblo [cr (leHvofinp rhfs trppsrplsslon to an Intaiidert 
rociplsfit, pSeaso do ool fonri, pdnl, rolaln, copy or'dlssoml'nalo iWs transmission in ornw. Plenaa dololo dnd Immediatoiy noflfy Ilio Gondor of ilie Ofrar. 



The Honorable F. Jamas Sensonbronnar 
Juno 17,201) 

Page 2 


Thank you for considering our views. If you have any queslions aboui this Information, Please contact Tracy 
Woodard at tracv.woodard@nlssan - usa.com or 81 5-726-2377. 

Sincerely, 



Andrew J. Tavi 

Vice President, Legal and Government Affairs, 
and General Counsol 

CCi The Honorable Ralph Hall 

Chairman, Commilloe on Science, Space and Technology 

The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 

Ranking Member, Commlttoo on Science, Space and Technology 
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Senator Boxer. Thank you, Senator. 

The memorial has started. So, Senator Fischer, you will finish it 
up. 

Senator Fischer. Thank you. Madam Chairman. Of course I am 
going to he directing my questions to my fellow Nebraskan. So, wel- 
come again, Jon, for being here. 

I appreciated your comments to the Chairwoman as you an- 
swered her questions with regards to the impact on rural econo- 
mies on agriculture as a whole if the RFS is changed. When we 
talk about higher corn prices, I am a cattle rancher, so I certainly 
understand the impact of those higher prices and what they do to 
my industry as well. But I am fully supportive of ethanol because 
of the good economic impact is has had on rural communities, rural 
States and truly our country as a whole. 

With that, I would like to get your response on a couple of issues 
that were brought up today. The RFS requires that corn and other 
feed stuffs used to produce renewable fuels from the RFS only be 
sourced from land that was already engaged in agriculture produc- 
tion in 2007 and feed stuffs that are grown on land converted to 
crop land after 2007, they do not qualify for that renewable bio- 
mass. I think that is a point that we need to reinforce here. 

We have heard about wetlands being plowed up. We have heard 
about prairies being plowed up. We have heard about the use of 
water when we talk about the production of ethanol. Can you spe- 
cifically address land use issues and water? You know, in Nebraska 
we are very fortunate that we have the Ogallala Aquifer which I 
am on top of the Ogallala Aquifer as you are down in Paxton as 
well. Could you address those? 

Mr. Holzfaster. Sure. Under the current Farm Bill, there are 
swamp buster and sod buster provisions that prevent me from 
doing any type of that conversion. That misinformation has been 
out there, as Mr. Coleman has stated. 

When you talk about water in Nebraska, it is a tremendous re- 
source, one that we strive tirelessly to protect and use efficiently. 
We, in agriculture, have been accused of creating dirty air and 
dirty water and that, in all due respect, Mr. Faber, hurts. I breathe 
that air. I drink that water. 

I love this town, but one thing I look forward to is going home 
and breathing that air and drinking that water. I know it is safe, 
I know it is clean, and I would have it no other way. It is who I 
am, it is what I am, it is where my family lives. So, that is painful 
to hear those terms put out there. It is not, that is where we are 
at. We want clean air and water as much as anyone else. 

As far as the protection of that resource, I have been farming for 
27 years and in those years, I am growing approximately 50 per- 
cent more corn on 50 percent less water. The technology that has 
been available to modern agriculture has been tremendous in that 
efficiency, in the efficient use of water. 

Senator Fischer. And how much water does an ethanol plant 
use? What would you compare it to? 

Mr. Holzfaster. A 50 million gallon a year ethanol plant uses 
about as much water as a 9-hole golf course. It is a lot of water. 
It takes a lot of water to run a 9-hole golf course and it does an 
ethanol plant as well. But that is efficient and good use of water. 
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Senator Fischer. Thank you. 

I would like to say to all of you I appreciate you coming in. I 
think we have to have a balance when we talk about our energy 
resources and how we develop those in the future. Thank you very 
much. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Senator Boxer. Thank you. 

I want to thank everyone for all of your cooperation. I am sorry 
we had a couple of sort of strange personal attacks. I was 
blindsided by that. 

But clearly we are on the verge of technological breakthroughs 
that can make America more secure, that will make America more 
secure. And, as Chairman of this Committee, and I have the gavel 
for now, I am not going to let us reverse course on that. I just am 
not. Now, no program is perfect, that is for sure, whatever it is. 
And even in the private sector no new product is perfect and no 
new marketing strategy is perfect at first. 

So, we have got to work together and I am willing to do that. But 
I just think that, overall, let us not turn our back on a way to make 
sure that we can become more energy independent and have a bet- 
ter environment in the long run, making sure that we do stress 
those non-food sources I think in the future is very important. 

I want to thank all of you. This was a tough hearing because we 
had to push so fast. And we know that EPA has a lot of authority 
under current law to respond to some of the things that were said 
here, on all sides. And they have got a hard job. But, you know, 
they have to keep politics out of it and go by the facts. And remem- 
ber that show a long time ago. Show My Age? Only the facts. 
Madam, that was that show. Most people here were not even born 
when I watched that show. 

So, we will move forward with the facts. And I also want to say 
that Senator Fischer, she played a very important role in finding 
us this, I think, star witness today, our farmer who is dealing with 
this on the ground and he can testify to what is working and what 
is not. And he does not really have that, in my opinion, that special 
agenda that others may bring to the table. So, thank you so much, 
sir. 

And thanks to everybody in the audience. 

We stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon at 11:15 a.m. the Committee was adjourned.] 

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:] 
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Eliminate the Com Ethanol Mandate 

An Open Letter to Congress 


December 10. 2013 


Dear Congress: 

Recently the Environmental Protection Asency (EPA), which Is charged with implementing and administering the Renewable Fuel 
Standard |RFS), released Its proposal tor the amount of biofuels that must be blended into the nation's tue! supply sn 2014. As you 
may know, the bulk of the RFS mandate is filled by corn ethanol, which now consumes approximately 40% of the corn produced m 
the U.S. annually. Although the EPA is proposing a minor reduction in the overall volume of biofuels required by the mandate, thus 
deviating slightly from the RFS statute, this reduction will do Trttie to reduce ethanol’s share of the annua! corn crop and virtually 
nothing to alleviate the broad economic and environmental damage currently caused by using corn for fuel. 

In short, the ERA'S proposal is a small step in the right direction— but is clearly insufficient to effectively address this harmful federal 
policy. Only Congress can solve this problem. We urge you to act now to efiminate the corn ethanol mandate in the RFS, 

There are several bilis that have been introduced in both Houses of Congress to achieve this result, and more 
are on the way. Please support one or more of these bilis, today. 


Slncerely, 


Htcfc’onaid 
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December 1 1, 2013 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer The Honorable David Vitter 

United States Senate United States Senate 

Washington, DC 205 i 0 Washington, DC 205 1 0 

Dear Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Vitter: 

We, the undersigned diverse array of agriculture, business, environment, food retail, hunger, 
taxpayer, and public interest and consumer groups, commend the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee for holding a hearing to conduct oversight of the Renewable Fuel Standard 
(RFS). We write today to share our support for meaningful Congressional action to address the 
myriad of issues with the RFS program. However, we do want to draw the committee’s attention 
to our disappointment in the lack of including critical stakeholders in your hearing process. 

Given the significant interest in the RFS, we think the Committee missed a great opportunity to 
include a robust panel that would fully illustrate the daily realities and diverse impacts of this 
policy on so many sectors of the population. 

While our reasons vary, all of us have long maintained that the RFS is a uniquely flawed policy. 
The mandate on corn-based ethanol in particular has had a devastating effect on the entire food 
economy from livestock and poultry producers facing record feed costs, to food retailers facing 
record food costs, to consumers struggling to balance food budgets in tough economic times. 
Some signers of this letter also question the propriety of Congress establishing production quota 
and guaranteed market shares for any type of commercial business. Ethanol from corn also is 
concerning to some due to its global wanning impact and the use of natural resources such as 
water and native grassland for producing fuel. The corn-based ethanol mandate is also having a 
devastating impact in communities throughout the world, where people living in poverty are 
facing increased food prices that threaten their food and land security. 

Corn ethanol has cost taxpayers billions of dollars in tax credits, tariffs, and other subsidies over 
the past thirty years; while the most expensive tax credit - the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax 
Credit - expired at the end of 20 11, ethanol subsidies live on through farm bill energy title 
programs and other federal incentives. All of these concerns are in addition to concerns over 
higher blends of ethanol in the fuel sy.stem that have created significant safety and liability 
problems with boats, recreation and iawn equipment, as well as motorcycles and legacy 
vehicles. 

Although the problems created by the RFS in terms of RINs and the approaching “blend wall” 
are significant and need to be addressed, so too do the problems the RFS imposes on the food 
chain, consumers, taxpayers, and the environment. Indeed, although EPA’s recent proposal to 
freeze ethanol blending targets is a step in the right direction, it does not address the multitude of 
other issues with the RFS and should be a signal it is lime for Congress to take the difficult steps 
needed toward real reform. Our organizations strongly support Congressional action to enact 
significant, meaningful and permanent decreases in the conventional biofuels (corn ethanol) 
mandate and other reforms as needed. 
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Thank you for considering these views. 


Sincerely, 

ActionAid USA 
American Meat Institute 
American Sportfishing Association 
American Bakers Association 
Boat U.S. 

California Dairy Campaign 

Clean Air Task Force 

Dairy Producers ofNcw Mexico 

Dairy Producers of Utah 

Friends of the Earth 

Idaho Dairymen's Association 

Milk Producers Council 

National Council of Chain Restaurants 

National Taxpayers Union 

National Turkey Federation 

Nevada State Dairy Commission 

Northwest Dairy Association / Dari gold 

Oregon Dairy Farmers Association 

Oxfam America 

Southeast Milk, Inc. 

Specialty Equipment Market Association 
Washington State Dairy Federation 
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>v \ Air Resources Board 

i, "2 — ~ 

Mary D. Nichols, Chairman 
1001 1 Street • P,0. Box 2815 

Matthew Rotfriquez Sacramento, California 95812 • www.arb.ca, gov 

Secretary for 
Envirortmenlal Protection 


November 6, 2012 


Mr. Wayne Allard 

Vice President, Government Relations 
American Motorcyclist Association 
wallard@ama -cvcle-orq 

Dear Mr. Allard; 

Thank you for your letter of October 16th to Air Resources Board (ARB) Chairman 
Mary Nichols, wherein you expressed concern about potential misfueling of El 5 into 
motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles, which are not approved for El 5 use. Chairman 
Nichols has asked me to respond to your letter, 

As you stated, misfueling is possible through blender pumps that dispense both E10 
and E15 when residual E15 is left in the dispenser hose. To address potential 
misfueling issues with non-approved vehicles, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency {U.S. EPA) approved a Misfueling Mitigation Plan that, as one of its conditions, 
mandates consumers purchase at least four gallons of E10 fuel if purchasing from a 
blender pump that dispenses both E10 and E15. Your concern is that motorcycles have 
small gas tanks; therefore, the four-gallon minimum purchase is problematic. 
Consequently, the chance of putting fuel into these vehicles with an ethanol content 
higher than E10 is still of concern. 

Please be advised that El 5 is not approved for sale in California, and if ARB chooses to 
allow E15 as a transportation fuel, it would take several years to complete the vehicle 
testing and rule development necessary to introduce a new transportation fuel into 
California's market. Meanwhile, U.S. EPA has committed to “closely follow the results 
of their E15 Compliance Survey to determine whether additional misfueling mitigation 
measures are necessary." We will follow U.S. EPA's continued assessment of El 5 
misfueling and will keep in mind these concerns should we move forward with allowing 
E15 in California. 


Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Go\/$mor 


The energy chnUenge feeing Californie is real. Every CaUf(xnion needs to take irnrnedisic ecl'ion to reduce energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our website: h;to:/i'wvv\v.arb.ca.Qov . 

California Environmental Protection Agency 


Printed on Recycled Paper 



Mr. Wayne Allard 
November 6, 2012 
Page 2 
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Thank you again for writing. If you have any questions or need further information, 
please contact me at (91 6) 322-6020 or by email at mwauah@arb.ca.aov . 

Sincerely, 

Michael S. Waugh, Chief 
Transportation Fuels Branch 
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February 6, 2012 


The Honorable Ralph Hall 
Chairman 

HoUvSe Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology 

2321 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


The Honorable Eddie Bernice Johnson 
Ranking Member 

House Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology 

394 Ford House OfHce Building 
Washington, D.C, 20515 


The undersigned organizations urge you to support H.R. 3199. This important piece of 
legislation would require the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the National 
Academy ofSciences (NAS) to conduct necessary scientific and technical analysis on the 
implications of introducing middevel ethanol blends into the marketplace before EPA moves 
for^'ard with registering such fuels. 


Several objective studies indicate that signiHcanUy more research and testing needs to be 
completed before gasoline containing 15 percent ethanol, known as “El 5,” or other mid-level 
ethanol blends can be introduced into commerce. H.R. 3199 will require the NAS and EP.A to 
conduct a necessary comprehensive assessment of the testing that has been conducted and still 
needs to be done of on-road, off-road, and marine engines, vehicles and related equipment prior 
to the implementation of any waiver for mid-level ethanol blends. This bill takes a critical step 
towards ensuring that any mid-lcve! ethanol blends are introduced into commerce in a manner 
that protects consumers and the environment. 


While our organizations have divergent priorities, consumer protection is a common high 
priority and we are united in opposition to the premature introduction of El 5. Simply stated, this 
bill will halt EPA's rush to introduce mid-level ethanol blends and ensure such fuel blends 
receive the proper scientific analysis before being put into the marketplace. 

We collectively urge you to support Representative Sensenbrenner's legislation (H.R, 3199). 

Sincerely, 


Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers 

American Frozen Food Institute 

American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers 

American Bakers Association 

American Meat Institute 

American Petroleum Institute 

Association of Global Automakers 

Boat Owners Association of The United Stales 

California Dairy Campaign 

Competitive Enterprise Institute 

Freedom Action 

Friends of the Earth 

Grocery Manufacturers Association 

International Liquid Terminals Association 

International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association 

Milk Producers Council 


Motorcycle Industry Council 
National Association of Shell Marketers 
National Black Chamber of Commerce 
National Council of Chain Restaurants 
National Marine Manufacturers Association 
National Meal Association 
National Restaurant Association 
National Turkey Federation 
Outdoor Power Equipment Institute 
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FROZEN FOOD 
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December 6, 2013 


The Honorable John Barrasso 
United States Senate 
307 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20S10 

Dear Senator Barrasso; 

On behalf of the American Frozen Food Institute (AFFI), I am writing to express 
support for the "Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act" (S, 1195), AFFI supports 
your efforts to repeal the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

AFFI is the sole association that represents all sectors of the frozen food industry, 
with more than 500 member companies that produce and distribute frozen foods to 
consumers throughout the United States and around the world. Our members are 
responsible for approximately 90 percent of the frozen food produced annually in 
the United States, valued at more than $70 billion. 

AFFI believes that food-based commodities should be used to fuel bodies, not 
vehicle engines, particularly given the tremendous impact the RFS is having on the 
costs and prices food makers and grocery shoppers must bear. In fact, the 
shrinking supply of corn grown for food consumption has caused food prices to 
spike nearly 18 percent, raising food costs for a family of four between $1,344 and 
$2,658 per year, according to a study conducted by the National Council of Chain 
Restaurants. 

AFFI believes the RFS is unnecessary, unworkable and must ultimately be 
eliminated. As such, we support your continued efforts to shield food makers and 
consumers from the costs of an overly aggressive and unrealistic ethanol and 
biofuels mandate. We stand ready to work with you on this important issue. 

Sincerely yours. 



Kraig R. Naasz 

President & CEO 

American Frozen Food Institute 


JIBO Corporate Ridge ^ Suite 1000 i McLean. Virginia J2102 I r03.SJ107?0 ipj i TOailHSOIfl i i wwwaffi.com 
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cc: The Honorable John Boozman 

The Honorable Saxby Chambliss 
The Honorable Ted Cruz 
The Honorable Michael Enzi 
The Honorable Mark Pryor 
The Honorable Tim Scott 
The Honorable Pat Toomey 
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Hon. John Barrasso, M.D. 

United States Senate 
307 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Barrasso: 

The Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS) was developed based on faulty assumptions about future 
consumption of fuel, the environmental benefits of corn-based ethanol, the percentage of ethanol in 
fuel needed to meet the mandate, and the price-volatility of tradable renewable identification number 
(RINs). As a result, the current staridard is a serious problem for America's highway users. 

For many motorists and motorcycle riders, gasoline with more than 10% ethanol content can damage c 
destroy engines, void vehicle warranties, and reduce fuel economy. We fear the presence of these 
higher blends would go unnoticed by many motorists and motorcycle riders until the damage has 
already caused serious harm to their engines. In addition, the cost to refiners of purchasing volatile Rif 
to avoid the "blend wall" is passed on to consumers, who are the ultimate victims of this trading 
scheme. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has acknowledged the problem by proposing using its 
administrative authority to reduce the number of gallons mandated in 2014. We support this proposal. 
However, this is a temporary fix for one year. A permanent fix is needed and requires legislation. One 
option to solve the problem permanently is to repeal the RFS, which you have proposed with Senators 
Pryor and Toomey. 

On behalf of the American Highway Users Alliance, an 81-year old advocacy organization representing 
motorists, motorcyclists, truckers, bus companies, RVers, and a diverse cross section of businesses with 
vehicle fleets, I am pleased to offer our support for the Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act. 

We urge all Senators to support S. 1195 and stand ready to assist you as you move the bill forward. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory W. Cohen, P.E, 

President &CEO 


December 9, 2013 


o 

AMERICAN 

HIGHWAY 

USERS 

ALLIANCE 


1101 14''’ St NW, Suite 750, Washington DC 20005 | (202)857-1200 | www.highways.org 
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Dear Senator Barrasso: 


On behalf of more than two million Americans for Prosperity activists in all 50 states', I applaud 
you for introducing legislation that would repeal the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) (S. 
1 195). This would eliminate the government mandate that refiners blend a certain amount of 
biofuel in gasoline, and it would have a positive impact on household budgets. 


Coupled w'ith other tax preferences for renewable fuel, the RFS leads to higher prices at the 
grocery store and the gas pump. This is a de-facto tax on American families, failing particularly 
hard on low-income people who spend a greater percentage of their income on food and fiiel. 


The RFS distorts agricultural markets considerably. This mandate encourages farmers to shift 
corn production away from food and feedstock, as well as to scale back their production of othci 
commodities such as soybeans and svheat. The ultimate result Is more expensive groceries — 
recent rc.scarch from Purdue University shows that repealing the RFS would cause overall food 
prices to fall approximately 1 3 percent. 


Increasingly, the RFS fails to match up with current economic realities. Beginning in 2014, for 
instance the RFS effectively requires gasoline refiners to biend volumes of advanced biofuels 
(e.g., cellulosic ethanol) that are not currently commercially available — the so-called “blend 
wall.” This forces refiners to choose between purchasing expensive RIN credits and paying a 
fine for failing to purchase a product that does not exist in the marketplace. 

Energy technologies should compete in the open marketplace on their merits, without the 
protection of government mandates. No longer should government officials attempt to replace 
market forces with their own preferences at the expense of American consumers. Americans for 
Prosperity is proud to support S.l 195, your legislation to repeal the RFS. I urge your colleagues 
to support its passage, and 1 look forward to working w'ith you in the future. 



Americaiis/or Pmsperil}‘^i (AFP) is a noticmvidi' or^anizaiinn of cia^nheiders commuted to advancing tn'ery- individual's right to economic 
freedom ami opporlumty. AFP believes reduang ihe size and scope of govemmeni is the best safeguard to ensuring individuaf productivity and 
prosperiry-for all Americans. AhP educates and engages citizens in support of restraining state and federal government growth and relunung 
govemmeni to its consiiiutiomr} hmus. AFP has more than 2 miUUoi members, inchtding members in ail 50 states, and 56 state chapters and 
affihaies. Mare man 90,00!) Americans in ail 50 stales heme made afimticiai im-estmeni in AFP or AFP Fnundation For more information, visit 
.< rt It Americans for Prosperity does ml support or oppose candidates for public office. 

hhit 
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FRO'1 : CQMQ BE!_MORE 


PHONE NO. : 508 699 4G56 Dec. 07 2013 36:2iPM PI 


I, . . ] NATIONAL BOATING 
|Li J FEDERATION 



4 December 2Q13 


Senator John Ban asso 

307 Dirk.scn Senate Office Buiiding 

^Vashmgton, DC 20510 

Re: SI 105 Renewable Fuel Standnrdit Repeal Act 
Dear Senator Barrasso: 

The National Boating Federation which represents approximately 2 Million Recrcufional 
Boaters fully supports the Renewable Fuel Standards Repeal Act $1195. 

The mandatory addition of Ethanol to fuel supplies has created a situation where all 
banters are finding they have serious problems with their engines and generators due to 
damage caused by the Ethanol. 

It is our hope that your bill will be successful. 

Respectfully 

Carolyn BeWore 
President 

National Boating Federation 
112 .Saddleback Lane 
E. Falmouth, MA 02536 


12/05/2013 


4:08PM <GMT-05:00) 
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M^nufaulii'ers ft^sociSS'Oft 

June 13, 2013 

The Honorable John Bmtasso 
Untied States Senate 
307 Senate Dirksen Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

•^e: Rccewa bic Fuel Statniard Repeal Act 


Dear Senator Barrasso; 

The National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) is writing to ofTer its support 
for S. 1193. the Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act, We applaud the legislation’s effort at 
eiitninating the current system of ever-increasing levels of ethanol in the nation’s fuel supply. 

NMMA is the leading trade association representing the recreational boating indvistry in 
North America. NMMA member companies produce more than 80 percent of the boats, engines, 
trailers, accessories and gear used by boaters and anglers throu^iout the United States and 
Canada, Recreational boating has an estimated annual economic impact of $72 billion. Eighty- 
three million Americans participated in boating in 201 1 . Importantly, an estimated 83 percent of 
boats sold in the U,S. in 201 1 were made in the U.S. 


One of the greatest concerns facing the recreational boating industry today relates to the 
Renewable Fuel Standard, specifically the introduction of El 5 into the marketplace. 
Marine and other small gasoline-powered engines are designed to run on levels of ethanol 
at 10% volume or lower. That means that anything above ElO poses serious problems, 
including performance issues like stalling, corrosion leading to oil or fuel leaks, increased 
emissions and damaged valves, rubber fuel lines and gaskets. The potential for consumers 
to use fuel with a percentage of ethanol above 1 0 percent in boat engines is detrimental to 
the S12i billion per year Ll.S. recreational boating industry, an important economic driver 
for large parts of the country. 

Again, NMMA offers its support for S. 1;1S5 and we thank you for your valuable 
leadership on this and many other issues of great importance to the recreational boating 
community. Please let me know if we can be of any assistance to you on this important matter by 
contacting Jeff Gabriel ((202) 737-9776; jgabriel@nmma.org). 


With wann regards. 



Thomas) Dammrith 
Presjdent 


ExMuBwCmsmBtw 


Mattte’jU-isiss 
ChuotSase 
liWaf , 
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The Honorable John Barrasso 
United States Senate 
307 Dirksen 
Washington, DC 20510 



Natioi'ia^ Taxpayers Union 


June 28, 2013 

The Honorable Mark Prj'or 
United States Senate 
255 Dirksen 
Washington, DC 20510 


4 

% 


The Honorable Pat Toomey 
United States vSenate 
248 Russel! 

Washington. DC 20510 


Dear Senators Barrasso, Pryor, and Toomey: 

On behalf of the 362,000-member National Taxpayers Union (NTU), I write in support of your 
“Renewable Fuel Standard [RFS] Repeal Act” S. 1195. This legislation would fully repeal the broken 
RFS mandate-s entirely, ending the additional costs they impose upon consumers on eveiy^thing from food 
to transportation. 

In the wake of last summer’s devastating drought, and as refiners warn of the approaching “blend 
wall,” the original goals of the biofuels mandates as set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 have 
become obscured by the destructive unintended consequences of these policies. The advanced cellulosic 
biofuels meant to relieve our economy's dependence on traditional fuels have not come to fruition. Lack of 
flexibility and common sense on the part of the law and administrators have caused gallons upon gallons of 
costly corn ethanol to be mixed with our fuel supply to meet arbitrary standards despite falling fuel 
consumption. 

For taxpayers, the market distortions imposed by the RFS mandates have been challenging. Higher 
blends of ethanol in the fuel supply increase the risk of engine damage. Ethanol’s lower fuel economy 
means that consumers have to refill their gas tanks more often, especially painful when fuel prices are 
already very high. Record-high corn prices have also led to increased pressure on ollter grains such a.s soy 
and wheat, both of which have jumped in prices and are found in animal feed and numerous food products. 
Experts at the agriculture investment liouse Rabobank estimate there will be a 14 percent jump in overall 
food prices in the next year, a historic increase. 

With budgets already stretched thin, American families shouldn’t have to pay the price for these 
damaging mandates. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, in 2010 consumers spent, on average, 13 
percent of their annual expenditures on food. For poor families, this percentage is even higher, meaning the 
burden of this government policy falls disproportionately on the shoulders of those who can least afford it. 

After years of economic struggle, American consumers need a break. This legislation would 
immediately open up the corn market, create a level playing field for biofuels, and relieve the pressure on 
everyone from food producers to families. S. 1 195 would correct a serious Congressional overreach, and 
NTU applauds you for your concerted bipartisan effort. Nl'U is pleased to endorse the “Renewable Fuel 
Standard Repeal Act” and we urge all Senators to co-sponsor this legislation and work toward its swift 
enactment. 


Sincerely, 

Nan Swift 

Federal Affairs Manager 


! 08 Kfmh.Altcii Street* Akxiusdria. V'irgima223M ★ Phons: (703) 683-5700 * Fax: (70.3) 683-5722 * Web: -vnvw.nm. 
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Mfiitiil States Senate 

<T5ft.*S.- Tilt ONfW/itJONiwENi AMO nir.U- »’ 


December ! !, 2013 


The Hoiwrabie Adam Sieminski 
AJmir.istiator 

U.S. Energy information Administration, EH 
1000 Independence Avetruc SW 
Washington, DC 20585 


Dear Mr. Sieminski: 


( am disappointed that, despite our request, the U.S. Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) was not invited to testify at the joint Senate Committee on Environment and Public Wort: 
and Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety hearing entitled “Ovensigltt Hearing on 
Domestic Renewable Fuels” held on December U, 2013. 

As the EIA is the .statistical and analytical agency within the U.S. Department of Energy 
that collects, analyzes, and disseminates independent and impartial energy information to 
promote sound policymaking, efficient markets, and public understanding regarding energy and 
its interaction with the economy and the environment. 1 looked forward to hearing from you 
regarding ElA's data and anaiysrs that beats directly on the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) 
■program.. 

In order to . conduct meaningful and impartial oversight into the RFS progKira and gain a 
further understanding of its ongoing status and implementation challenges, I ask that EIA 
provide the information, data, and analysis in response to the following questions: 

1 . Please go back . to your AEO 2097 iong-tenn projections for gasoline that were made 
prior to the formulation of the RFS2 and tell us what percent of that gasoline demand the 
RFS2 corn-based eibanol requirements would be in 20 14, Please do the same for the 
year 2022 using your AEO 2007 projection and the 2022 RFS2 corn-based cthano! 
requirement 

3 . Looking at your latest short-term energy outlook, what percent of your current 20 ! 4 
gtwoline projection is the statutory RPS2 corn-based ethanol requirement? Using your 
most recent long-term projection, what percent of gasoline consumption in 2022 would 
She 0f> RfN requirement (corn-bas»d ethanol) represent? 


Pagelofai 

h-;i**Hsr.'r'7-Ps-afp 
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3. What was llie average percent of ethanol consumed in the gasoline pool in 

20 1 2? What is that percent year-to-date in 201 3 for the data that you have available? 

4. Would you say that projected ethanol use in 2013 and 2014 will fall short of the corn- 
based ethanol (D6 RIM) mandate alone? 

5. Do you have any informaiion on the use of ESS in 2013? Do you sec fast enough 
market penetration of this fuel in 2014 to meet the statutory corn-based ethanol (D6 RIN) 
requirement? 

6. Ciui you explain what some people have referred to as the “ethanol shuffle” - i.e., 
exporting corn-based ethanol while importing sugar-based ethanol in order to meet one of 
the advanced fuel requirements of the RFS2? What have we seen historically for ethanol 
imports and exports? 

7. As part of the implementation of the RFS2, you provide input to EPA on the potential 
for celkilosic fuel production in the upcoming year. While EPA’s estimates have 
exceeded your estimates historically, your estimates have also been high. Can you 
describe your methodology and the problems with making such projections? Are there 
ways to adjust that methodology to try to improve accuracy? 

8. Your latest long-term forecast does not meet the RFS2 requirements. Please describe 
the major areas where you see difficulties arising. In particular, please address the 
projections and a.ssociated uncertainties in your forecast conceming; 

a. Speed with which ethanol ga.soline blend.s higher than El 0 can penetrate the market 

b. The breakdown and penetration of flFS2 advanced biofuels; 

1) Biomass-based biodiesel penetration - feedstock preferences/issues (availability, cold 
weather gelling issues favoring one feedstock/proccss versus another, etc.), impacts on 
penetration from additional infrastructure needed to carry and store the fuel, vehicles to 
use higher blends, etc. 

2) Cellulosic volume projections (both in aggregate and broken out into types, especially 
celiulosic ethanol, drop-in fuels, other cellulosic) 

3) Other advanced biofuels (i.e., not cellulosic or biomass based die.sel): again in 
aggregate and by type (other advanced ethanol, drop-in-liiels, and other) 


Page 2 of 3 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter, I respectfully reque.st your response by 
December 30. 2013. 


Sincerely, 



David Vitter 
Ranking Member 
Environment and Public Works 


Page 3 of 3 
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ABA News a. 

Rtic.ivf (ri>ii> list' Amcricuii Bakers Assi>i • u.'';' 

WWW. a m e r i ca n iia kc rs . <> rg 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

July 23, 2013 

Contact: Rasma Zvaners, Policy Director 
E-mail: r/-vani.Ts: a:amer icanbakcrs.oru 
Ph: 202-789-0300 


Bakers Continue Pressing for Changes to the Corn- 
Based Ethanol Program 

Statement irom ABA President & CEO Robb MacKie on “The Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal 

Acr(S. 1195): 

“Tlie corn-based ethanol program and the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) continue taking their 
toll on the baking industry and consumers. Corn-based ethanol has accelerated the decrease of 
wheat acreage in the U.S. over the past 30 years and tightened food supplies around the world.” 

“Bakers thank Senators John Barrasso (R-WY), Mark Pryor (D-AR) and Pat Toomey (R-PA) for 
their leadership in introducing “The Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act” (S. 1 195). This 
legislation is a step in the right direction. The American Bakers Association looks forward to 
working with Members of Congress to facilitate change.” 




About the American Bakers Association: 

The American Bakers Associaiion (ADA) is the Washington D.C. -based voice of ike wholesale 
baking industry. Since 1897, ABA has represented the interests of bakers before the U.S. 
Congress, federal agencies, and international regulatory authorities. ABA advocates on behalf of 
more than 700 baking facilities and baking company suppliers. ABA members produce bread, 
rolls, crackers, bagels, sweet goods, tortillas and many other wholesome, nutriiwi 4 s, baked 
products for America S families. The baking industry generates more than SI02 billion in 
economic activity cmmially and employs more than 633,000 highly skilled people. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 

Media Contacts; 

Rebecca Adler - 202-552-8485 
Diana Cronan - 202-552-4362 

mediatajafpm.orq 



Fik'' i 0 4 
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AFPM Endorses Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act 

WASHINGTON - The American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers (AFPM) 
applauds and strongly endorses The Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act (S.1195), 
proposed bi-partisan legislation introduced by Sens, John Barrasso (R-WY), Mark 
Pryor (D-AR) and Pat Toomey (R-PA). 

The stated purposed of the Renewable Fuel Standard was to reduce dependence on 
foreign oil, enhance air quality and to stimulate development of alternative fuels. 
Yet, eight years later the RFS is working contrary to those objectives. 

"There is a growing consensus among consumers and lawmakers that the RFS is 
fundamentally broken. The likelihood that the RFS will ever work is as probable as 
clean air in Beijing next week," said AFPM President Charles T. Drevna, 

Despite its original intent, the negative impacts created by the RFS can no longer be 
ignored. Consumers are paying more at the pump and the grocery store. This broken 
policy will also force fuels into the marketplace that are incompatible with engines, 
be they auto, marine or outdoor power equipment. In addition, the RFS will actually 
threaten air and water quality in the United States. 

"AFPM commends Sens. Barrasso, Pryor and Toomey for their strong leadership on a 
bill that represents the only true solution to addressing the failure of this broken 
policy," Drevna concluded. 
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About AFPM 

AFPM, the American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers is a trade association representing high-tech American manufacturers 
of virtually the entire U.S. supply of gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, other fuels and home heating oil. as well as the petrochemicals used 
as building blocks for thousands of vital products in daily life. AFPM members make modern iife possible and keep America 
moving and growing as they meet the needs of our nation and local communities, strengthen economic aid national security, 
and support 2 million American jobs. 
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* PRESS RELEASE * * PRESS RELEASE * * PRESS RELEASE * 

July 8, 2013 

SHEEP INDUSTRY JOINS SEN. BARRASSO 
IN MOVE TO REPEAL RENEWABLE FUELS STANDARD 

For More Information Contact: 

Peter Orwick, 3()ri-771-3500, ext. 33, or por\vick@;sheepusa.org 

DENVER, Colo. - "The mmidate on Reiievvable ITicls Standard (RI'S), corn-based ctliaiio! in 
particular, has had a devastating effect on the entire food economy tjoin livestock producers 
facing record feed costs to consumers’ balancing food budgets in tougli economic times, 
declares .American Sheep Indu.stry As.sociation (ASI) presidem and lamb producer. Clint Krebs, 

Before the .Inly 4"' recess, li.S. .Sens. John Barrasso (R-Wyo.). Mark Pryor (D-Ark.) and Pat 
Toomey (R-Penn.) introduced The Renewuhte Fuel Slanckinl Repeal Aci (S. 1 1 y5). I he bill 
would repeal the RFS in its entirely. The bill wa.s co-sponsored by nine additional senators. 

rhis bipartisan legislation would eliminate the corn-based ethanol mandate currently required by 
the RI-'S, reduce the overall requirements of cellulosic ethanol not filled by other advanced 
biofuels and re.scind the Environmental Protection Agency waivers allowing ga.solinc blends 
conuiining up to 15 percent of ethanol. 


"The RFS is fundamentally broken and beyond repair," says Barras.so. "Instead of delivering 
meaningful environmental benefits, it's driven up food and fuel costs for .American families. This 
flawed program will also inevitably lead to widespread lawsuits against American 
manufacturers. When Congress enacts bad policy, the right response is to scrap it and start over." 

In 2005, Congress esiabli.shed the RFS effectively requiring re liners to blend increasing volumes 
of biofuels (c.g,, corn ethanol) into the n.nlion's gasoline supplies. In 2007, Congress expanded 
the RFS effectively requiring refiners to blend much larger volumes of biofuels and advanced 
biofuels (e.g,. ceUulo.sic ethanol) into the nation's ga,soline and diesel fuel supplies. 

"ASI policy supports Sen. Barrasso’s goal to repeal this fuel standard. Sheep producers, along 
with all livestock operators feeding grain, are taking the financial hit from the RFS mandate." 
maintains Krebs. "1 here is concern among sheep producers about the inlluencc renewable- 
energy policies have on the price of feed-grains, especially at a time when lamb prices are at an 
all-time low." 


ASI is a national trade organization supported by 46 state sheep associations, benefiting the 
interests of more than 8 1 ,000 sheep producers. 


it MR 


Amcricaji .'"Ihecp InJusuy .Yssociraion *07X5 Maroon Circle. Suite 360 • linsiffvood. 
Telephone (30,3) 771-3500 • wwu sheepusa org 


Coionidt' 801 12-26‘>2 



404 



Carlton Carroll I- eaffoilcrSjapi.ora I 202.682.8114 

API welcomes bipartisan Senate proposal to end unworkable biofuels mandate 

WASHINGTON, June 20, 2013 - API President and CEO Jack Gerard welcomed the 
bipartisan proposal introduced in the U.S. Senate that would fully repeal the nation's 
unworkable biofuels mandate, known as the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). 

“The ever increasing biofuels mandate is a looming national crisis," Gerard 
said. “Unless we put an immediate end to this outdated, detrimental policy, the 
mandate could put consumers in harm’s way and disrupt the nation’s fuel supply." 

Gerard said the industry is hitting the ethanol blend wall, meaning the amount of ethanol 
required to be blended under the RFS is unsafe for most vehicles on the road 
today. Millions of cars could be severely damaged by fuel biends that contain more 
than 10 percent ethanol, according to studies by the Coordinating Research Council 
(hgr§_and here), and au tomakers have said higher ethanol blends would void car 
warranties. 

The mandate could also cause severe fuel rationing, drive up the cost of diesel by 300 
percent arid the cost of gasoline by 30 percent by 2015, and lead to a $770 billion 
decrease in U.S, GDP and a $580 billion decrease in take-home pay for American 
workers, according to a study fay NERA economic con sulting. 

"Ethanol and other renewable fuels have an important role to play in our transportation 
fuel mix and will continue to be used after Congress repeals the mandate." Gerard 
said. “But we cannot allow a mandate for ethanol that exceeds what is safe for 
automobiles and that could put upward pressure on fuel prices,” 

API tanked Senators John Barrasso (R-WY) and Senator Mark Pryor (D-AR) for 
leading efforts in the Senate to repeal the RFS and thanked co-sponsoring Senators 
Senator Pat Toomey (R-PA), Senator Saxby Chambliss (R-GA), Senator Ted Cruz (R- 
TX). Senator Mike Enzi (R-WY), Senator John Boozman (R-ARX and Senator Tim Scott 
(R-SC), A bipartisan proposal to end the RFS was introduced in the U.S. House of 
Representatives in April. 
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API is a national trade association that represents all segments of America's 
technology-driven oil and natural gas industry. Its more than 500 members - including 
large integrated companies, exploration and production, refining, marketing, pipeline, 
and marine businesses, and service and supply firms - provide most of the nation's 
energy. The industry also supports 9,2 million U.S. jobs and 7.7 percent of the U.S. 
economy, delivers $85 million a day in revenue to our government, and, since 2000, has 
invested over $2 trillion in U.S. capital projects to advance all forms of energy, including 
alternatives, 

### 
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No\'ember 04, 20 1 0 

Clark: Foreign Oil Threatens America’s 
National Security 


Author: Growth Fnergy 

WASHINGTON, DC- I'or a book published recently by the Center for Security Policy . Growth 
Energy Co-Chairnian, Gen. Wesley K. Clark (Ret,), authored an essay arguing that our nation’s 
addiction to foreign oil has led America into an expensive and bloody 30-year campaign to 
protect our access to oil in the Middle liast. 

Gen. Clark’.s essay, "'rhe World According to Biofuels,” argues that continuing to inject petro- 
dollars into region.s lioslile to IfS. interests is costing America dearly in both blood and treasure. 
He argues that .America lias the capacil)’ to produce enough ethanol today to break the hold oil - 
and thereby oil-exporting interesl.s. .such as the cartel GPEC - has over the United States. 

.After the Ol'EC-drivcii oil crisis of the l*)70s. Gen. Clark writes, the U.S. responded by creating 
the Rapid Deployment .loint Task Force. That task force evolved info the U.S. Central 
Command, which oversees military operations today in Iraq and .Afghanistan, and the fonnation 
of the U.S. fifth Fleet, which provides military escort to oil-shipping tankers out of the Gulf. 
•America’s dependence on foreign oil has cost the nation more than $7 trillion over that time, 

Gen. Clark write.s. 

1-lowever, it doesn’t have to be that W'ay. Ethanol is a viable alternative to oil, and is’ available 
today. Grain and eellulosic ethanol “could be used all over the world to help make developing 
nations energy independent - breaking the yoke of strongnion, rogue nations and cartel-driven 
energy prices not just on our economy, but on the ccon()mie.s of those nations that are most 
vulnerable,” Clark writes. 

The Center !br Security Policy’s recently published anthology Momegrown Defense: Biofuels 
and National Security i.s a eolicciion ofcs.says by eminent energy security experts on the role that 
biofuels can and must play in reducing America’s dependence on oil and the hostile nations that 
monopolixe its production globally. The book explores biofuels as an alternative to the status 
t|UO, characterized by key oil-producing nations seleelively cutting production to raise pricc.s 
worldwide, and using the revenues to support terrorism, w’eupons proliferation, and other threats 
to international stability. 


"Wc are gitneful to Oeii. Wc.sley Clark for his important contribution to this volume, in light of 
Gen. Clark s previous scrx'icc to our nation as N.ATO Supreme Allied Commander, his insights 
on the viability ol biotuels and the advantagc.s they offer from a national security perspective 
constitute a critical part of this work," said Frank j. Gaffney, .fr., President and CEO of the 
Center for Security Policy. 
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Homegrovvn Defease is available for purchase at Amazon.com. 
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■About Growth Energy 

Growth Energy is a group committed to the promise of agricuilure and growing America’s 
economy tlirough cleanci', greener energy. Growth Energy members recognize America need.s a 
new ethanol approach. Through smart policy reform and a proactive grassroots campaign, 
Grow'th Energy promotes reducing greenhouse ga.s emissions, expanding the use of ethanol in 
gasoline, decreasing our dependence on foreign oil, and creating .American jobs at home. More 
information can be found at GrorsthEnergy.org. 


- See more at: http://www.growthenergy.org/ne\vs-media/press-relcascs/claTk-foreign-oil- 
thrcatens-americas-nalional-sccurity.d/sthash.ondkdbPg.dpuf 
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202 - 879-9138 

Livestock and Poultry Groups Urge- Congress to Repeal the 

Renewable Fuel Standard 

WASHINGTON (June 27, 2013) - Following an announcement by Sens. John Barrasso 
(R-Wyo.), Mark Pryor (D-Ark.) and Pat Toomey (R-Pa.) that they have introduced the bi- 
partisan Renewable Fuels Standard Repeal Act (S. 1195), the National Ca tttenfieri’s 
Bee f Ass ociation (NCBA), Nationai Chicken Council (NCC) and lie Nationai Tu rkey 
Federation (NTF) urge Congress to repeal the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS). 

“The RFS has been such a poorly managed mess, it's time to drain the swamp,” said 
NTF President Joel Brandenberger. “The RFS needs a fresh start in order to put in 
place a smarter policy on the mix of fuel and feed ." 

The RFS last year required 13.2 biiiion gallons of corn-based ethanol to be blended into 
gasoline: rt mandates that 1 3.9 billion gallons be blended in 201 3, an amount that will 
use about 4.9 biiiion bushels of corn, or about 40 percent of the nation’s crop. 

“Chicken producers are already competing with the weather,” said NCC President Mike 
Brown. "Why must we also compete with an inflexible federal mandate that voluntarily 
places another strain on our limited resources? I commend Sens. Barrasso, Pryor anri 
Toomey for taking an approach that wrouid let the free market decide whether corn 
should go to food or to fuel." 

Livestock and poultry groups called on the administration last fail to waive the RFS for 
the second time since 2008. And for the second time, in spite of the widespread drought 
and lowered harvest, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) refused to use 
the safety valve built into the biofuels mandate. 
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"Cattlemen and women are self-reliant, but in order to maintain that we cannot be asked 
to compete with federal mandates like the Renewable Fuels Standard for the limited 
supply of feed grains,” said NCBA Policy Vice Chair Craig Uden, an Elwood, Neb., 
cattle feeder. "When EPA is unable to provide even a temporary waiver of the RFS 
during the worst drought in 50 years, it is apparent the RFS is broken and we appreciate 
the efforts of Sens. Barrasso, Pryor and Toomey to fix this flawed program.” 

NCBA, NCC and NTF call on Congress to repeal the RFS to ensure market stability 
certainty for rural American economies. 

urn 

Tne National Catlie.miGn's Beef Assodaticn (NCOA) has represonjedAmenca’s cattfe prodiKers since 1898, preserving tne neritage ano strength of the 
industry through education and public policy As the largest association of cattte producers, NCi3A works to create new nistKeis and increase demand 
torbesf Efforts are made possible through membershipcontfitKifions To jcsin, contact NCBA at 1-666-BEEF-USA or ■ . - 'I'/'/f' R,i. 

© CopyrigM 2013 National Cattlemen's Beef Association, all rights reserved 
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Livestock and PouUrj' Groups Urge Congress to Repeal the Renewable Fuel Standard 

WASHINGTON (June 26, 2013) - Following an announcement by Sens. John Barrasso (R- 
Wyo.), Mark Pryor (D-Ark.) and Pat Toomey (R-Pa.) that they have introduced the bi-partisan 
Renewable Fuels Standard Repeal Act, (S. 11 95) the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association 
(NCBA), National Chicken Council (NCC) and the National Turkey Federation (NTF) urge 
Congress to repeal the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS). 

“RFS has been such a poorly managed me.ss, it’s time to drain the swamp," said NTF President 
Joel Brandenberger. “The RFS needs a fresh start in order to put in place a smarter policy on the 
mix of fuel and feed.” 

The RFS last year required i.T2 billion gallons of corn-based ethanol to be blended into gasoline; 
it mandates that 13.9 billion gallons be blended in 2013, an amount that will use about 4.9 billion 
bushels of,com, or about 40 percent of the nation’s crop. 

“Chicken producers are already competing with the weather,” said NCC President Mike 
Brown. “Why must we also compete with an inflexible federal mandate that voluntarily places 
another strain on our limited resources? 1 commend Sens. Barrasso, Pryor and Toomey for 
taking an approach that would let the free market decide whether corn should go to food or to 
fuel." 

Livestock and poultry groups called on the administration last fall to waive the RFS, for the 
second time since 2008. And for the second time, in spite of the widespread drought and lowered 
harvest, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) refused to use the safety valve built 
into the biofuels mandate. 

“Cattlemen and women are self-reliant, but in order to maintain that we cannot be asked to 
compete with federal mandates like the Renewable Fuels Standard for the limited supply of feed 
grains,” said NCBA Policy Vice Chair Craig Uden, an Elwood, Neb., cattle feeder. "When EPA 
is unable to provide even a temporary waiver of the RFS during the worst drought in 50 years, it 
is apparent the RFS is broken and we appreciate the efforts of Senators Barrasso, Pryor and 
Toomey to fix this flawed program,” 

NCBA, NCC and NTF call on Congress to repeal the RFS to ensure market stability certainty for 
raral American economies. 
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Livestock and PouUtr Groups Urge Congress to Repeal 
the Renewable Fuel Standard 


WASHINGTON, D.C. - June 27, 2013 - Following an announcement by Sens. John Barrasso (R- 
Wyo.), Mark Pryor (D-Ark.) and Pat Toomey (R-Pa.) thal they have introduced the bipartisan 
Renewable Fuels Standard Repeal Act, (S. 1 195) tlie National Cattlemen's Beef Association (NCBA), 
National Chicken Council (NCC) and the National I'urkcy Federation (NTF) urge Congress to repeal 
the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS). 


"Chicken producers are already competing with the weather," said NCC President Mike Brown. 
"Why must we also compete with an infle.xible federal mandate that voluntarily places another strain 
on our limited resources? 1 commend Sens. Barrasso, Pryor and Toomey for taking an approach that 
would let the free market decide whether com should go to tbod or to fuel." 


The RFS la.st year required 13.2 billion gallons of corn-based ethanol to be blended into gasoline; it 
mandates that 13.9 billion gallons be blended in 2013, an amount that will use about 4.9 billion 
bushels of corn, or about 40 percent of the nation's crop. 

"RFS has. been such a poorly managed mess, it's time to drain the swamp,” said NTF President Joe! 
Brandenberger. "The RFS needs a fresh start in order to put in place a smarter policy on the roix of 
fuel and feed." 

Livestock and poultry groups called on the administration last fall to waive the RFS, for the second: 
time since 2008. And for the second time, in spite of the widespread drought and lowered harvest, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) refused to use the safety valve built into the biofliel.s 
mandate, 

"CatlJemen and women are self-reliant, but in order to maintain that we cannot be asked to compete 
witli federal mandates like the Renewable Fuels Standard for the limited supply of feed grains," said 
NCBA Policy Vice Chair Craig Uden, an Elwood, Neb., cattle feeder. "When EPA is unable to 
provide even a temporary waiver of the RFS during tire worst drought in 50 years, it is apparent the 
RFS is broken and we appreciate the efforts of Senators Barrasso, Pryor and Toomey to fix this 
flawed program." 

NCBA, NCC and NTF call on Congress to repeal the RFS to eniiure market stability certainty for 
niral American economies. 

m 
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National Council of Chain Restaurants Lauds Senate RFS Repeal 

Bill 

WASHINGTON, June 21, 2013 - The National Gouncil of Chain Restauran ts today 
issued the following statement from Executive Director Ro-b Gree n on the introduction of 
the Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act (S,1195), which seeks to repeal the costly 
and controversial federal biofuels law that has been shown to raise food costs. 

“The National Council of Chain Restaurants and our broad membership of quick- 
service, fast casual and table service restaurants support the full repeal of the federal 
Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS). As long as the mandate is law, it will continue to 
adversely affect America's chain restaurants, their small business owners, operators 
and franchisees, and their customers. 

“NCCR applauds Senators John Barrasso, R-Wy., Mark Pryor, 0-Ar. and Pat Tqomey, 
R-Pa. for introducing this bipartisan piece of legislation aimed at repealing the etiandl 
mandate, a flawed federal policy that has had numerous unintended consequences. 

The bill is yet more evidence of the growing consensus that the RFS is bad public policy 
and should be repealed before it does any more damage to the economy.” 

A rec ent; Pw C study found that the federal mandate on corn-based ethanol substantially 
raised costs for chain restaurants on a wide variety of food commodities to the tune of 
$3.2 btilion a year, NCCR launched a coalition-based grassroots campaign - “FegcJ 
,EfffiL£9i£P,gss;,,,Take RFS Off Jhe highlight the negative consequences of 

the federal mandate and to advocate for RFS repeal. 

mt 

Tti® .Nati onai Council of Chain Restaurantg (NCCR) is the leading trade association 
exclusively representing chain restaurant companies. For more than 40 years, NCCR 
has worked to advance sound public policy that best serves the interests of restaurant 
businesses and the millions of people they employ. NCCR members include the 
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country's most-respected quick-service and table-service chains. NCCR is a division of 
the r n ■! '- 't I .■■ipra*'on the world's largest retail trade group. 
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Wyoming Petroleum Marketers Support Barrasso Bill Repealing 
Renewable Fuel Standard 



Cheyenne W - The Wyoming Petroleum Marketers Association (WPMA) today announced 
their support for S.1195 by U.S. Senators Dohn Barrasso (R-WY), Mark Pryor (D-AR) 
and Pat Toomey (R-PA), ^*The Renewable Fuel Standard Repeal Act/'' The bill would 
repeal the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) in its entirety. 

WPMA traveled to Washington DC to discuss how the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) 
is fundamentally broken and beyond repair. WPMA is a trade association comprised 
of petroleum marketers and distributors downstream of the refineries and terminal 
racks. WPMA Chairman Don Policky^ Big D Oil, agreed completely with Senator 
Barrasso^s statement, '^Instead of delivering meaningful environmental benefits, 
it's driven up food and fuel costs for American families,*' Policky added that the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has had the authority to adjust the 
Standard to reflect current volumes but has refused to do so. '"It is simply 
irresponsibly to continue a mandate that is not achievable given today's market, 
while at the same time exposing petroleum marketers and manufactures to 
widespread lawsuits and penalties." Policky agrees with Barrasso' s comment, "When 
Congress enacts bad policy, the right response is to scrap it and start over." 

In 2005, Congress established the RFS effectively requiring refiners to blend 
Increasing volumes of biofuels (e.g., corn ethanol) into the nation's gasoline 
supplies, In 2907, Congress expanded the RFS effectively requiring refiners to 
blend much larger volumes of biofuels and advanced biofuels (e.g-, cellulosic 
ethanol) into the nation's gasoline and diesel fuel supplies. This year, the 
nation is expected to consume approximately 133 billion gallons of gasoline. It 
is likely refiners will hit the ethanol "blend wall" this year, meaning that the 
RFS can only be achieved by blending larger and larger amounts of ethanol like 
the EPA approved E-15. Currently, E-15 poses significant risk for gasoline 
retailers. 

WPMA points out that several federal regulations, state laws, local ordinances 
and insurance policies require UL (Underwriters Laboratories) certified 
equipment. UL has not certified existing dispensers, piping or underground 
storage tanks for selling E-15. Retailers who decide to sell E-15 could be held 
liable to pay for cleanup costs if a leak occurs di.ie to the increased ethanol 
blends, and insurance companies may deny coverage. Importantly, the EPA has 
authorized E-15 only in certain post-2001 vehicles. Consumers often do not know 
the manufacture year of their vehicles so misfueling with E-15 may cause damage 
to many pre-200a vehicles if utilized. The EPA can charge up to $37,000 per day 
per violation for utilizing non-certified equipment or allowing fuel to be sold 
into unauthorized vehicles. Add to the above those engines specifically 
prohibiting the use of ANY ethanol blends whatsoever (lawn mowers, snowmobiles, 
boat motors, etc.) and you have a recipe for litigation and law suits. 

"Clearly, the EPA did not think this through." said Policky, "Pushing for blends 
that ignore certification thresholds, thus placing petroleum retailers and 
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consumers at risk, smacks of an agenda that was not well vetted. Policky also 
agrees with Sen. Barrasso’s statements on the impact these mandates are having on 
food prices and livestock feed prices. Policky further states that some of the 
mandated ethanol is derived from unproven technology and that those mandated 
volumes are impossible to achieve, such as the cellulosic biofuels mandate. ‘^Yet 
the EPA continues to maintain these Standards as obtainable, thus completely 
ignoring the facts. It is time for congress to repeal this boondoggle program.", 
said Policky. 

Finally and importantly, the RFS has contributed to higher transportation fuel 
prices for American motorists. Since early January, the spot prices for Renewable 
Identification Numbers (RINs) have increased more than 1000 percent or tenfold. 
Under the RFS, refiners or blenders must obtain RINs to demonstrate to EPA the 
volume of biofuels blended into the nation'^s gasoline and diesel fuel supplies. 

As refiners and blenders spend more money for RINs, this cost is passed on to 
consumers in the form of higher gasoline and diesel fuel prices. "RINs are an 
artificially created government mechanism for tracking renewable fuels. Their 
only value is derived when government mandates cannot be achieved in a normal 
marketplace . ” said Association Executive Director Mark Larson. "We are extremely 
appreciative of Sen. Barrasso's efforts at repealing this unobtainable and 
financially burdensome program that is targeting American consumers 
unnecessarily." 

Contact Mark Larson at (307) 632-1516 or mla r soR^xw nma.Grg. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The unsustainable expansion of biofuels production around 
the world is one of the primary contributors to higher and 
more volatile food prices. The US Renewable Fuel Standard 
(RFS) has played a key part in this> mandating a growing 
amount of biofuels to be blended into the US fuel supply. 
Without decisive action on the part of the US to eliminate 
its mandates for fand-intensive biofuels from corn, sugar, 
and soy, this trend will continue, with poor people in devel- 
oping countries bearing the brunt of the burden. 


BlOFUELSi A FALSE SOLUTION 

Whan, the Renewable Fuel Standard (RfS) was written, the 
idea was to create a renewable source of fuei at home. Un- 
fortunately this legislation, turned out to be dangerously 
short-sighted. Not only is corn the foundation of the US 
food, system, but the US I.s also the world's largest corn ex- 
porter. This means that policies placing an additionai, in-, 
flexible demand on the US corn harvest nieke supply tighter 
and the international price more volatile, leading to price 
shocks and increased food insecurilv. The prices of oth- 
er cereal staples are impacted too as. for example, wher? 
wheat is used as a substi'tufe for high-priced corn, raising 
the demand and the price forwheat. 
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much harder for smaif-scaie food po 

to feed themselves snd their commuiMutis. 

HOW DOES THiS AFFECT PEOPLE IWING IN-POVERTY? ' 

1. Increased food insecurity: Peopie living in p&V^fity ty^- 
caliv spend between 60-80% of their incoirse.ori food. 
When prices increase, even just s -iittl'e, femilies are: 
farted to niake tough choices. Evider?ce showsi. fdr sx-' 
ample, that almost 65% of poor households -tn; Uganda 
have responded to soaring food prices by reducing food 
consumption and dietary diversity. 

2 . Cost to developing countries; US corn ethanol mam 
dates cost developing countries $6.6 biliion from 2006 
- 11. For Guatemala the additional cost of importing, 
corn was $28 miliion for the trade year 2010-2011 
alone - an amount equivalent to US food assistance 
CO Guatemala over the same period. This means that 
the US is esseritially cancelling out its fcreign assistance 
investments in a country where half the population falls 
below the poverty line and half of all children under the 
age of 5 suffer from chronic malnutrition, 

3. A fight for land; Due to the runaway e.Kpanslon irs bio- 
fuels production, people around the world are finding 
that the land that they use to grow food and feed their 
families Is. becoming more valuable, In sonjo cases this 
has led to land grabs, in others, it has maant a shortage 
of available landfor small-scale food production, from 
Guatam.ala to Ta.rizani3, smallholder farmers have beert 
i‘e.m,:dyed from their land to facilitatG the. productiorr of 
biofuel feedstocks. 



PfHjto credit: Christophe He-bting/ActionAfd 


WHAT CAN. YOU DO? 

1. Tell your Representativa and Senators to eliminate US 
mandates for food-based biofuels to alleviate the im- 
part of biofuels on food security and land rights. Sign 
3 copies of the Food not Fuel postcards - one for' each 
Senator and one for your Representative - and fettim 
them to Acb'onAfd for delivery at a key moment . Call 
the offices of your Representative and Senators or gath- 
er a group of friends to visit their district office.. 

2. Spread the word; Now tell your friends and get them to;, 
take action too? 

For more, information, please visit www,actionaidusa..Qfg/ 

what-we-do/land-riehts-and-blofueis 
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FAO - News Article: BioHiel development should not compromise food security, says CFS Page I of 2 
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Biofuel development should not compromise food security, says 

CFS 


Committee on Wor'd food Security aiso stresses policy and irtvestment support for smallholder farmers 
and producers 


) 1 October 2013. Rome' Foilowng a of intense dbeussiens, 

faiofueh and food wcu/ily. saying that the “progressive realization of 
tlie light tcadthiuste fesodfor tfl* ^uld be a pnority concern in 
biohtei deve^pment. 

The wQiicrs most importariJ irttergovernmontal and mufti- 
sujkehoidor platform for food s^iaity and rtutritioo said bipfosi 
devefopmenl 'shoUd not compromise food security, ar>d should 
ii^j^ especially consider women and smallholders. ‘ 

The 7-1 1 October meetino drew nearly 750 people, irdudiftg over 
The CommiHse on WixW foot} Sflctiricy promoies Cette' j 30 government ddegations. lOO civil society and SO private secior 

policy convergence for food jecunty, organizations. Fof'ovring the talks, the CFS also agreed on the 

importance oi integrating smallholder agricuftorc Into national 
policies, strategies, and research aimed at boosting investment arrd sustainable development 


u-t'' 


Family farmers, fishers and odiers whose fivtrtihootls depend oit .smal!ht>)def agriculture m developing counbies account for 
most of the 840 miilion chronicaliy fwngry pcoj^e ii> the world, according to the recent UN hunger report, the Stat^ofFcxid 


Opporturtities and risks 

On the suftlea of biofuels and food .security, informed by a report from y»e High Level ri^I^e» cf fxperfs (HLPE) on Food 
Socority and Nutrilion, the CFS noted that biofuel deveicpmBnt erwompassed 'betn i«!pongntlies and risks in etonomit, 
social and environmental aspecis, ' depending on the context arid practices, 'in some cases, cutrent biofuel production 
creates conpetition between biofiiel crops and food crops, ' it adoed. 

The CFS encouraged FAO and other stakeholders to took at ways to help coursaies strengthen their capacities to assess their 
siiuarion with regards to bioluefs, taking into accourtt foerd security conceriH at glcbai. regional arid naso/val levels, arsd 
legitimate land tenure rights. 

'Governments and cjther appropriate stakeholders are encouraged to review ttoluefe potioes • where afi^icable arrd if 
necessary - according to balanced sdence-based assttssmenis of ttie <^>oriuoic'es and risks they may present for food 
security, " th* Commitlee said. 

it called on biofuel research and do-vaiopment partners to improve the efficiertcy of biohiels regarding both resources and 
i)fOcossr.’S, and to devise solutioni adapted to the needs of all siakehoiders, lOrSucCng those in least-developed couritries, as 
wail as wonsen and vnsltholdcrs wf'o are most in need of access to modern energy serwicss. 

Ttio CFj' recomniendalion laiied ofp research ami iSevrHopment partners to adapt Wofuei produ^ion and processing to 
mod'i/late the supply chain between forxi, feed amJ etit'rgy. dc^nding on ojndicom. 

The CFS specified that guidance on the issue ismcfiKfediit ex-siiogintorratignaf agreettisntsarvd instrumantsindudmg: the 
CFS Global -Strategic FrameworK for Food Security and Nutridori fQSFj, the Voluntary Gurdefirses on the Responsible 
Governance of Tenure of land, Ftsfienes and Forests io The Context cf Matipnal food 5«uri^ (V6GT); the Vo^urviary 
Guidelines tc support the progressive realizatiorvof the right to adepuatc food in the cw^xt oi rtatiortal food security; the 
Giobal Sioanergy Partnership (G3EP) Sustairrabiiity indicators for Btoqnergy and FAO Koenergy and Food Security OEFS) 
Approach. 

irivestmeftt in smaliholdors 
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FAO - News Article; Biofuel development should not compromise food security, says CFS Page 2 of 2 


On the issue ol mvestiTwnt in smsitholcferagticgltufe, aiso infonh^byanHLPErapwt, ih« CFS attopted a policy 
fecommendation caHing on govemmonts, togeshef withsmallhokliis a^nCT€ons,dt^sode^^ the pnVate sector, reseafch 
instituCors and iniemationai deveiopment partners, to worktogeths to-'bUlda'COuntiyowned^sion' designed to boost 
investments in smailhoider agiicoltiiw. 

The CFS rocommended countries consider how agriculturai. urban andft?^ sector pc£oes. strategies and budgets could 
best enable smaiihoider access to produaive assets, tecal, rtational wd rtigion^ markets, appropriate oaWng, research, 
technology attd farm support services - esptKially tot women. 

The irnportance of smdiholdei agriculture will be hfgh!ight«Jin20t4 durirw tf» Internationa! Year of Farhliv farming. 

The CFS also tackled a wide range of otlier issues dc'signed to supporrefTpr^ % eracficate diidisc hurtger and extreme 
poverty, including responsible agricultural investments and food swuri^in protracted cri^ aluaikxw. These discussions 
were slated to continue during regional consulta lions in the montiw to come. 

At the end o! the week, Qerda Verburg of die Neiheriarrds was eleaed astfeCFS ChSr for a two-year term. Verburg 
soceeds Vaya Olaniian of Nigeria. 


■ GE 


GENetworic 9 
iGeiiEngl^hvofk 


NL:UN CQiniTtilteeon 
Wold Food Security; 
InvesHng inSmallholdor 
Agricurture and Agrefuets: 
b».ly?tcff57juU 
^ia©GMWateh 


llela 23h 

ileta @ileia_,NL 
UN Commiltee on World 
Food SoKJrity; Investing in 
Smallholder Agdcuilurs arrd 

Compose new Tvreel. .. 


Contact 


Chanrrane Wilkerson 
Media Relations (Rome) 
(+39) 06 570 56302 




FAO Departments and Offices 


Follow US on 

Contag! ur 

T»wi< .vbH r^ivlittfinf 

SwiriAlgp 

Rwsnrt fraijri 

Fi'ocuigmgru 

S£ii£aup.g.K.giiii'i 

Prnifchon 

Etonorriig and Soria' 

HtitgpyarMfS 

fiorilonal Offigas 

D S i®®; 

m m i s 

Owk»om)»M 

Cpuairv OllicBt 


QSOSiiii 

EvaluAKvi 

l.etiai and LihlfiOf'ict 


tia.mn Offiew 



*ml CnvitwiTitnt 

Tc<t(nital CoeotfihPfi 


07*Q-7QI8: 


http://www.fao.Org/news/story/en/item/20220S/icode.r 


12/7/2013 


422 


Recent land use change in the Western Corn Belt 
threatens grasslands and wetlands 

Christopher K. Wright’ and Michael C Wimberly 

Gsograuhic infoffnation Scief5«s Centec (jf E*ceHen<e. UrKvenhy. firo<Airt5s. SO 5700? 

Edited By B. 1. Turner, Arizona State University, Tempe. AZ. and approved.ianuHy' !7, 20t3 (received for revrew September 5. 20 (2) 


in the US Corn Beit, a recent doubling in commodity prices has 
created incentives for landowners to convert grassland to comand 
soybean cropping. Here, we use land cover data from die Nation^ 
Agricultural Statistics Service Cropland Data layer to as»ss grass-' 
land conversion from 2006 to 201 1 in the Western Corn Belt WCB): 
five states including North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Mirw 
nesota. and Iowa. Our analysis identifies areas with elevated 
of grass-to-corn/soy conversion (1.0-5. 4% annually). Across the 
WCB, we found a net decline In grass-dominated land cover total- 
ing nearly 530,000 ha. With respect to agronomic attributes of 
lands undergoing grassland conversion, corn/soy production is 
expanding onto marginal lands characterized by high erosion ri^ 
and vuinersbility to draught Grassland conversion is also concen- 
trated in close proximity to wetlands, posing a threat to water- 
fowl breeding in the Prairie Pothole Region. Longer-term land 
cover tref>ds from Nortlr Dakota and Iowa indreate that recent 
grassland conversion represents a persistent shift in land use 
rather than short-term uariabilhy in crop rotation patterns. Our 
resorts show that the WCB Is rapidly moving down a pathway of 
tocreased conv and sojrtjean cultivation. As s result, the window of 
opportunity for realizing the benefits of a biofuel industry based 
on perennial bioenergy crops, rather than corn ethanol and soy 
biodiesel, may be closing in the WCB. 

agricurture { Grew Plsin,! f land capability j tone) cower change 

H igh corn iind suybcaii pikc.s, pi-omptcd largely by demand 
for biofuel I'codslocks, arc driving one of thoitiost important 
land coveridand use change (LCLUC) events in recent US hi.s- 
tory; the accelerated atnvcfsion of grassland to cropland in tlic 
US Com Belt (1-5). Likely inipiicts of such conversion include 
a reduction in birci diverSUy acros.s the region (6) and occniement 
of a signiricani carbon debt (7). For exiimplc, reductions in soil 
carbon scque-siralion caused by gnussland ctinvcrsion may require 
more than thtoc decades of biofoel substiuiiion for fo.ssil fuels to 
topay (8). 'I'hc continued lo.ss of native griisslahds is ai.*a> an im- 
poftaiu Issue with I'csriccl lo.ueosystem conscfvaUon. Tem!>eralc 
grassland is the mosl-allcred biomc globally, and temperate 
grasslands arc the. least protccied cca!ysicm.s in the countries 
whore they occtii (7), In the Corn Du!t. nearly all wHgrass prairie 
has been converted to agneiilriiral land uses, whereas conversion 
of mbecd-grass pniinc exceeds 70% (10). Asa consequence, pop- 
ulations of. gmssltind: nesting birds tire declining faster than any 
other gi'oup of biniLs m North America (11, 12). 

De.spiie the importance of LCLUC in the Corn Beit, there is 
51 lack of inlbimation on where, iit whiil rates, and on what types 
of land current grassland cemveraion is occurring. Detailed .stud- 
{e.s of the economic drivers and biopfiysicnl coirclatcs of grass- 
land conversion have been eonduelixi only over limited subsets 
of the Com Bell (t, 2). Meiinwbiie, regional-scale studies of 
grassland conversion have been based on ugricuUural prtHhictkm 
staljsbcs aggregated at the county level' (3. 4), precluding larger 
area geospatial .iinalysi.s of grassland conversion at farm, to slib- 
cxmniy scalc.s. Finally, most studies of griisshind conversion (1-3) 
precede the doubling ol corn and Mwhean prices bciween 2006 
and 201 1 (1.3). with the exception of one (4), From 2l)th> to 21)08, 
the corn and soshcan area haivestcd in the United Siaies in- 
creased by more ihan 3.2 million ha (4). Farm-level surveys 
showed that ncar-’v one ihirti of this increase came from. 


eonversion of grass-dominated land covers to cultivated cropland 
(4); 2X58, however, there has Ixicn no regional-scale ac- 

«Hmttng of grassland conversion in the Corn Belt. 

:: present study addresses knowledge gaps evident in pre- 

vfous research by assestting very recent grassland ixmversion 
:(2»6-20tl) at telactvclv higit spatial resofutson (560 m), across 
the Wmern Corn Belt (WCBl The WCB encompassc.s live 
:staie&— North Dakota, South Dakota. Nebraska. Minnesota, 
and Iowa— and contains most of the grass-dominated land cover 
..remaming in the Com Belt (Fig. lA and Fig. Si), The WCB also 
.intoiSccLs much of the Prairit* Pothole Region (PPR; Fig. IB), 
a -wetlaml landscape of continental significance (14-16). 

Wean^zed contemporary grassland conversion in tlie WCB by 
091% the National Agricultural Statistics Service (Ni^^) Crop- 
land Data Layer (CDL). The NASS CDL is derived from satellite 
imagery and maps agncuitinai hmd cover at very higfi crop-type 
iqxcifidlv (from apples to wiuermclons) at a- 56-m spatial rcso- 
tutiort (17~19). The NASS CDL is also a reiiiiivciy new dali^i, 
having been available for a!! five .status in the WCB only since® 
2)06:. Thus, wc focused on grassland conversion through the 2011 
growing season, using 2U06 as a haseiine. In biiel', wc addressed 
the following questions; (/) Where arc the rates of grassland 
coiwcRion to com/soy agriculture highest in the WCB? (fi) Are 
iltc observed cltanges over thus period consistent with Jongcr-tenn 
treads ol land wver change? (Hi) Whui are the agronoiHic' and 
environmental charactcnstlcs. of land currently being, converted 
from gmsiHand to corn/soy? («■) To wiwt degree ore wetlands, a 
habitat of regional and mtcrnational .significance, being impacted 
by these citanges? 

Results and Discussion 

Grass-dominated land cover in the WCB ranges from native 
prairie to anthropogcnically modiflCHl grassland types including 
8ra.ss pasture and hay lands, in addition to redreti cropland 
convened to perennia! gra.sscs ihrnugh the Consotyation JRo»r 
serve Program (CRP). Oivoit their .spectra! similarity, these: dif- 
ferent grass cover types are difficult to resolve in satellite 
imagery. For example, aa'uracy rates tor she grass h*y and fal- 
iow/idlc cropland chisscs in the NASS CE>L arc typically less than 
50% (17). By ctiiurast, reported chissiJication accurweies for com 
and soybeans exceed (18, 19)., Wo combined all th© grass- 
dominated clas.ses in the NASS CDL— nativo giiuislundj grass 
pasitire, grass hay, failow/idle cropland, and pavStureihay— to 
create a broadly defined giu-ss-doimmiicd class. In doing sOi we 
make sn important assumption that this generalizcti class sub- 
sumes classification errors which might otherwise occur between 
different types of gra.ss-damimitcd land cover. For purptwes of 
brevity, we refer to this generic dais simply as “grussland." 


(Wihof cn«f*vtton>: C.K.W. and M.C.W. dengnitJ fwoarch. p<-rlQm«‘iJ ,reii!a*ch. ana- 
datik and wrote Uie paper. 
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Fig, 1. GiassSandid.'id wetlands in the WCB Jathmapcoreists of Smoothed 
peftent cover at 5S0-m spatia! resolution. (Aj Percwit grassJahd cover Irorrs 
the 2006 NASS CDL. </J> Percent wetland cover from the 2DGC Naticnai land 
Cover Dataset (53). The red ouiliric inrfitatss boundaries of the wfthirs 
the WC8 IS2). 


Grossland conversiun helwetn 2(K}6 :mtj 2011 svas moMly 
coisccHlratcti m North DaktJUi ;tncJ South Dakota, cast of the 
Missouri River (Fij;. 24), Here, corn and soylwan croppii^ has 
expanded westward into the transition zone between humid cli- 
mates representative of the Corn RcU in g.cneral and the arid 
steppe of the High Plains (2Q). Similar westward citpansion of the 
Corn Bell was found itt Nebrasksi (Fig. 24). Tlic wcsieni pe- 
riphery of the Corn Beit is characterized by a climate whereby 
mean annua! evapominspiraiion excxeds mean annual pre- 
cipitation (21). suggc.siing that farmers Itcre arc willing to accept 
higher levels of drought risk in seeking higher cash retunw from 
corn iind .soybeans. Federal crop insurance and disaster relief 


programs mitigate this iisk i-ic.uuig iiiccntoev .or converting 
gra^land lo.cropland, pt-tcnu-.ily at tiO''- purposes wtth other 
national policies inlcndcd to co’iso>'v.. j^rassiands ^3. 22, 23) In 
Minnesota and Iowa, gij-.sja.iJ converiion founs a nng of 
L<XUC surrounding the core c.'.n'sovncjsi '■cgiOJi m southern 
Minnesota and northern Iowa (Fsg. 24). Here crop production 
has expanded not into a les.s smtablc chmaie oer .se, but rather 
onto less suitable land. 

Cropping systems in the northens Great Piauis oiten include 
grass hay or pasture rotated with corn and .soyocans. Tins can 
result in substamial LCLUC from annvial crops to grass-domi- 
nated land covci's (3). C'hiuigc from eorn/suy to otit generalized 
grassland clast may .ilso luflect faiiow/idic lands that have tem- 
porarily been removeti from crop pniduclion. We Sound that 
corn/soy to grassland change occurred predommantiy along the 
western mai^iii of the Cos-n Belt (b'lg. 2ii), and at much lower 
rates than grassland coitvcrsion (Fig. 2C). in sum, we iound a net 
decline in grass-dominated land tot'cr in the WCB totaling 
nearly 53(),(X)0 ha (> 1,3 million aena; Table !). This change was 
concentrated in two states. South Dakota and iowa, with the 
majorhy of grawland conversion occurring m the WCBs three 
western states relative to me core com/sov growing lu cas ui Iowa 
and Minnesota (Table 1 >. 

Normalizing absolute rates of grassland conversion (Fig. 2ri) by 
grassland-cover in 2(X)6 (Fig. M), we gcneriiied a map of relative 
grassland cimversion rates (Fig. ID). 'Thi-s map rewais an arc of 
imermediate grass cover along the western edge of. the Coni Belt 
(Fig. M) where grassland is being converted to corn or soybeans 
at comparatively fast rates; 5% to 3tl%- from 2006 to 201.1 (an- 
nualized rates, ~1 .0-5.4%). Tliis range of annualized rates is vcjy 
similar to grassland conversion rates predicted by sm cconontotric 
model that takes into account recent increases in. corn prices (2). 



SRCSW 


fig. 2. ICIUC th th* WCB. <A} Abielute change rate 
from gfsssland in 2006 to com or joybuans in 2011 
tGRCS). Smoothed absolute change rat« «l S60-m 
spatial resolution are cakulated as the percentage 
of the isfidscapc undergoing change bWethodr). (S) 
Absolute change rate from com or soybeans In 2006 
to grassland in 201 1 (CSGR), (O Net result of GRCS 
and CSGR types of land cover change. Net diange in 
grassland cover Is calculated as CSGR minus GRCS, 
i A., by subtracting the GRCS surface in A from the 
CSGR surface in B. Note this is not the same result 
one would obtain by comparing grassland cover irs 
20M (i.e.. fig. lA) with grassland cover in 20n, as 
we are ignoring transitions between grassland and 
Other land classes exclusive of corn or soybearis, 50} 
Relative change rate from grassland iri 2006 to corn 
or soybeans in 2011. Relative GRCS is calculated by 
normaliiting absolute GRCS in A by grassland cover 
in 7006 (Tig. lAJ. 
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Table 1. Area of LCLUC from 2006to20T1 





Area, ha * 10* (acres * 10*) 


State 

Gfassland to cora'sr^ 

Corn/soy to grassland 

Grassland net loss 

North Dakota 

129(320) 

40(100) 

89 (220) 

South Dakota 

256 (^2) 

73 (181) 

182 (<151) 

Minnesota 

92 (228) 

13 01) 

80 (196) 

Iowa 

195 (481) 

42(104) 

152 (376) 

Nebraska 

125 (309) 

iOO (247) 

25 (B2) 

Sum 

797 0,969) 

268(663) 

528 (1,306) 


In ilitjsc pans ol Iowa cuhskIo ihi: ct>r« cornftajy rrfalivc 

conversion rates were also comparably high (1% 20). 

One potential piifai! of inremng sobsiantial grass!<md con- 
version over a relatively -short niierval like 2006 to 2011 is the 
posstbUnv that siicn change is more a rclieciiort of shott-lerra 
variability in crop rotiUion patterns, rather than an underlying 
trend or enduring shiU in land cover.'land 0 !«. Also, by. inferring, 
change Irom two lempora! snapshots, owr results arc.poienlraity. 
sensitive to mcasureincm errors tit one or both dates. However, 
longer-term NASS CDL agricullurai data arc avaiSabfe for. only 
two states nr the WCB, North DaktXii and lowu. We tiscd tiKSS 
annual NASS CDL cU-sstiiciiliuns I'roni 200! to 2011 to analyse 
trends in percent convsoy cover and percent gras.s cover (Jfig-.S), 
We found ihal elevated grass-to-corn/soy convet^on rarcs-.in 
eastenv North Dakota in-cr the shorter term, 2(W6 to 201! (fj|. 
2D}, were consistem sviiit significant trends of increasing ewnf 
soy cover (P < 0,05;. Fig, 5,-'l) and deci'e;i.ssng grassland cover (P< 
0.u5; Fig. 30} over the longer penod of 2001 to 2Q.I L In Iowa;, 
longer-term grassland trends were ainHisi uniformly negative 
(Fig, 3D), .SigniiKHiitly positive com/soy irends {P < 0.05) weie. 
coilccmruteU, 111 the .sotuhwesiern and somheastern portions of 
the state (Fig, .IC), ’I Inis, the pauern of higher relative grassJand 
eonvcision rates mitside the core eoin/wiy region in nartii-ccn- 
tral Iowa (Ftg, 2D) was broutlly conxislenl with those areas where 
longcr-icim eorn/soy trends arc positive and grassland trends are 
negative. In sum, resuiw fn.)m trend analyses m North Dakota 
and. Jowa suggest that our approiteh to inferring grassland con- 
vention across the entire WGB iislng NASS CDL data from 2006 
and 2t>H-~sin approach mude necessary tw limited data avail- 
ahUiiy-ris repTcsenujtlve of longer-term LCLUC rcgion-wide, 

^ ; N and environmental attributes 

bf lands on which grassland conversion has twcurred. In aggregate, 
conversion htis been coneuntrated on mure marginal lands 


eharai^eriiaid by high crosioti potential, shallow soils, poor 
dralft^; and less stiisabic chmafes for eorn/soy promsction (Fig. 
44). Al- the state level, however, diOervnl pattcrns emerge. In 
. MinnC-sotSi we found a high pn.)ix>rlion of gra-ssland cuiueision 
occurring on land charactenzed by excess wetric.«. pointing to 
. a likely increase m anthropogenic drainage (.Fig, 46'). in Minne- 
:sota and the Dakotas, grassland conversion was conoinirated on 
relatively high quality class H lands (Fig. 4 fl-D), This .suggests that 
land owner in those states arc seeking higher rates of return from 
high-quality pasture and hay lands by convening tho.se lands 
com and soybean cultivation rather than continuing their use 
iocaUivislock production, iuch a .shift fram livestock to com/' ■ ■ 
:.sr^:^ng tsetjnsisient with a tipping point at which increasing ra. ' 
.^return caused by, c.g., rising commodity prices, .sutisidKcd ci " ; ^ 
^«««fance,.impfOv^ com and soybean cuitivars, and adoption -i 
..uo-iiH iia*fiok)gic.s make grassland cotivor-sion more profitai-;'; 
than- iH)mmu<5d live-stock production (3, A. 23). By contrast, ' 
'grasiifaRd conversion in Iowa was conccntriitcd on less suitable 
:fertd (Fig. 4fi). hkcly reflecting u relative luck of Jiigher quality 
land available for additional corn/soy production, J'’rcvalencc of 
thu tainriue modilicr in die Dakotas mid Nebraska was consistent 
with the westward expaasion ol the: Com Beit asdi.scuKSttd csrlioi', 
and northward cxp3n.sion of the Corn .Belt into arotts with shorter 
growing seasons. Finally, wo found grassland conversion, in 
Nebraska more evenly distributed aeraw lands highly, unsciitcd to 
crop production (Fig. 4F), suggesting an increase in irrigation 
practices largely concentrated in southwest Nebraska (cf. ref, 24). 

Die WCB intursiccts much of tiw PPR (Fig. l-S), n. region that 
encompa.s.ws the most productive wiuerfowl broeding , habitat 
in .North America (14^ 15), in addition to imporlant breeding 
grounds for neotropical migratory shorcblrds (25). For duck 
species (Anas and Aylhya spp.), inwling succc!» In the PPR is 
critically related to the amount of grassland cover adjoining 



Fig, i. rrwd analysis of grassland and corn/soy percent cover 
over the period of 2001 to 201 1. Nonparainetric Matm-Ken- 
daU trend tests were conducted on percent corn/soy cover or 
percent grsssJantl cover time series at S60-fn spetisl resolution. 
The c^or scheme indicates the sign (negative or positive 
trend) andsigniffcarsce level of geospatiahy referenceo Mann- 
Kendall trend tests. (A) North Oakota com/soy trends. (S) 
North Dakota grasslanci trends. (C) Iowa cornSoy trends. <03 
Iowa grassland trends. 
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v-irxj ca)iabiiity elm l.un(i«apai^-e!3M 

Fig. 4. Aroo'of grBSilarijJ convsrsion to tofri ot soybeanj-toy tend cagabitity 
tla$s. Tha NatufaJ Sasoufcej ComBfv*t<on Servses ranks fonti by •ttsoltsbili^ 
foi* agmyJtui’sS producuon. witit tuitability cieclinjng as tha imJex tnereasos 
<49}. Classed 9 40 4 ar« .nrabte larKb, claj«s S to 8 ara suitable marnly as 
pasture Of rangeiarKi. anti classes 3 and 4 hove severe. to very sewrO Fimi^ 
Matlons; respectively.- Class njodrfiers represent hazards affecting lancf use 
Withift-a poiKtifat capabiltty class, The cSirwoie .modifier indicates low tern- 
peratufes. Of alack of morstureaiinajor hazards affecting use- Bzeess wei- 
THSSS Indicates sods with poor eframaso, a high water table, or vulnerability to 
flooding. The soit modifier refen tO soil hmnations within the rooting zone; 
liKiwdJMg. Shoilow soils,, rock,/ . soils, or a low water-holding capacity. The 
erosion ffiOtfifter ifidicatos HjHs vulnerable to erosion or degraded by past 
erosion.' (A) sues by .land. capability clou foi: the entire WCB. iS-F) Results on 
a si»ttt>by-sta(« bads, 


wclkindsv as such cover rcduccs itesi predstion {15)- However, 
our resuifs show that grusslund conversion is occoriijig in very 
close prosimjiy l<> HPK wetlands. In South Dako-ia, tor example, 
nearly il)0,W0 ha orgisissluml coitvorsion occurred wiihin a 100- 
m hufTcr surnuinditig wwtliinds (f-ig, S,4), wJib more than 1^0% of 
grassland conversion occurring wiiiiin SlK} m pf ncighbonng 
wctlimds (Fig, 5/Ji), A noiirly rdenlicdl pattern was found in North 
Dakota (Fig. 5/3), albeit over a Icsscf area (Fig, SA). Gompara- 
lively fowci wfotlands arc found within the Minnesota portion of 
the PPR (Fig. 15). whh a more limited conceniration of grass* 
land conversion surrounding those weUantJs (Fig. 5). Given that 
nearly all prtiinc poihole wctliinds in Iowa have been lost to 
(jnTinagC'(2G), land use change in proximity to wetlands is neg- 
ligible there. Finally, although ^as-stand conversion within close 
proximlly lo wetlands in Nebraska was limned (Fig. 5),: we note 
thill Nebru-ska wethmds pJay a eriitfal role as stopover habitat for 
migratory wiiicri’owi and shorcbirds (27). 

Last, we examined the reiauonshrp between grassland con-, 
version and iaiKis piotceicd under llic (TRP. The CRP pays 
farnters to v-smblish and mainiiim grassiami cover on retired, 
cropland in exc!uin«c lor .a bxed rental payment over, a ibicd. 
pericKi. Grveii rcceni uierea«js m corn ami .soybean oncesi and 
projeeiions. that high commodity prices will be sustained,; 
ccoiiomoiric models preiiict that iamfownerswiil be Ic^iikely to 
renew expiring CUP cuntrncts given an cxpeciaiwn of higher 
rates oi return from resuming crop production (2S, 29). TIms v 
led -some lo proices a sutistaniial clecUne In CRF enroilment in- 
the Northern Grctu Flams (5). Although coumy-level CRP ifou 
shows a decrease in CRP enroltmcm in the DakiJias . and 


northwestm Minnesota Irom 2 lki 6 to 20Ji (f-ig. M). this de- 
crease WJS not nearly a* large av wuiiKl have taken place if a moie 
wHic^read feihjrc to tenew CRP contracts h.id ucemred (5) In 
North Dakotai.wc found tnat .uouiiU-ie.c, deen-a-^s su CRP cn 
roBmenl generally c^rceded grassiand-to coi a^'^v change ffig 
6S). .HctB„ gntssland eonvomryn might oe hirgelv aflnbuied to 
a TCsranpiaHi of cropping on CRP la.icK However inlarcasieni 
Ftorth Didvota, casiern Souil? Dakota, and Nehr.ivs.i yassland 
cwivcmiion. gcncraliy e.xceedcd changes m CRP (Psg, bB). fhrs 
result 'SH^est^ an expansion of corn and soybean cropping onto 
grassland .beyond those lands iormeriy proicctcu by the CllP. 

Other mmlicaEionh afrcsuiis III bigs ‘J-b.iic '.woril kild Ihe 
conceiitration of gra.ssland convorsiaii on lands vulnerable to 
ert«ion tittjdies negatne iinpatti on soil quj'.o .. ai .. sulwt v|uc.'t 
cascade of negative impacts on; e.g., crop yields, pnmarv pro- 
ductivity, and carbon stkiucslration (30L 1 ibvige ol adjacent up- 
Ifflidi increases sediment inputs to PPR wetlands by several or- 
ders of magniuidc (31), liniittng the productivity of duck ftxid 
soarocs, utcliHlmg aquatic plants and mvencbrulcs, and reducing 
. flood water- stora'^ (32). With rc-spsci to surface -wster hv- 
dfotogy. grasssland eoiwersion has been linked to htstoricaJ increa- 
ses in {ssak sireamflows (.«rKi flieir variance) itt the W€B, with 
a sobsequeni increase in Hood risk (33). As noted earlier, tire con- 
centration of gras^and conversion in Minnesota on lands cbarac- 
wrized by excess wetness implies an increase m aothropogenic 
dminage, !n Miitncsoia, exicttsivc modihcaiion of prescttlfiment 
drainage patterns has been shown to subsu».iunUy modify .simam 
gcomorphologyi and tiKrcase sediment transptiri (34). Fmally,; the 
iyq}anaonQfcornand.st)ybGtmcuUivat«>n miotesiitUibledimaKai 
and onto soils with lower wiiier-holdiiig capacthes impifcs: an cto- 
vaicd vulnerability to drought. Such vulnerubiliiy Ls dscmplified-by 
impacts ol the unusually severe 2012 US drought, Hcrtti n^ativ^ 
vt:^ci3tion tmomahes were coneentrawd along tlicvvesierTv poriph- 
ury of the WCB whereas the core corn/soy region bv southern 
Minnesota and norihem Iowa exhibited posillvtf vegerttUon 
anomalies (Fig 1x2). 

One shoritximing of the present . study was our mabtli^^ 
the NASS CDL to distinguish: iHitweert dilfereni types of grassland 
conversion, i.«^ to ai^arate native prairie conversion from change 
involving CUP, Jtay lands, or grass pasttiro. Given tits high con- 
servation risk to temperate grastslands m the United Slates (9,)^ we 
suggest that the NASS foois on improving UKiir ability to ldonwfy 
native gntssluttOs tti lire NASS CDL rhen; is a clear need to 
develop morc:cffeetiv«af^ro«chcs tor gras-siand classilkation, and 
lo apply these lediniques for annual ara.s.slumi monitoring m the 
WCB and oihcT rapidly changing a^iaiiuiral regio^^ , ; ^ 

Broadly speaking; mtr results viliikstri^ imporiani hetero- 
geneities in the gttogfaplty ol grassland conversion: With respect 
to biofuel dcvclopmem, the Implications of such heterogeneity 
have generally been oveilookftd: For example, analyses of the 
effects of biofuel expansion typically smudaie IX'LUG by eon- 
verung Cl^P lands to crop.prodtietion (35* 3()}. Although, such an 
approach may be reasonable m states, like North Dakota* where 
CRP losses generally exceed grKSs-lo.-corn/soy change (Bg. tSS), 
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Fig. S. Graidand canversrarx as a, fonctioC of Ourfer distaoco afouno paivs- 
:Wina wetlands m the f'Pft. The source of weTiacrt! locstwra for this arwiyws 
was the NationaS Wetiaodj ifivernory (St). iAt Total area of g. asildrid con- 
y^'oh by State within 500. 250. and 500 tn of palustr me welianffl m the RRR. 
{.^ GfaiiianU corwerslon within woUanU buffers as a percetcage of tha tore! 
amtsunt of grasstanef txmuersioh occurring tn each state’s portion ot the PPR. 
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Fig. S- Enrolimeni in liie CRP fel.uive to gjassland conversion. {A) Change 
in idnd are.-s eniofieci in the CRffrom 2DU6to 201! at the county level pn 
ha • 10^1. Neoaiive valuet irciioic a net loss so CRP area, iwsitivc values 
3 neT intrease. Analysis based on county-lovei CUP data ftom the US Oe- 
partmen! o! Agricjiturc (5*)- (S) DHtererice Detween CRP change and 
GRCS conversion. Neqauve values incJiraio counties in vvhsrti CRP losses are 
greatpf than GRCS ronversion. Posmvo values indicate counties in wh.-ch 
GRCS convciston exceeds CRP losses 


lhi.s Strategy would likely undeic.stimalc clutnge in ca-sicm South 
.Dakota, where gnssstantl conversion exceeds CRP fosses. We 
also imd that studies th>u sfmtsliiic LCL-UC as iimited to mar- 
Binal lands, c.g., land capabilny ciusses III or hi^cr (5), may miss 
suhstantiai srassiami conversion occurring on higher quality class 
H lands (Fig. 4). 



Our results show thin rales of gra.ssland conversion lo corn/soy 
•(l.(>-5.4% annuflHyJ aa'o-ss a signirieaut portion of the US 
Wesiom Corn Beil arc comiditrablc to deforestation rates in 
Brazil, MaUiysta. and indonesiii {37, 38). countries in which 
tropical forcsi-s were the nrmcipai sourec.s of new agricultural 
land, globally, during live IVdlis and I‘iyOs (39). Hisioricaily, 
comparable griissland uoiivcrsioiv tx'vlcs have not been seen in 
' the Oorn Bell since llic .i92Us and 193(!s (4{l), the era of rapid 
mechanization ol US ligncullure. Across the WCl), more ihan 
99S&:t)f pieseutenieiu lallgriiss prairie ha.s been converted to 
othef' land covers, nvostly ugrieulmnil, with losses in Iowa 
approaching 99,9% of an origihal 12-niiHkvh ha of latlgra.ss 

g ric (It)). Holcivltal expansion of corn and soybean culliva* 
irtto remaining fragments of tatlgriisw prairie in the WCB 
. preseohs a critical eeosysieni epnserviuibn issue, (9). 

Under the most hkeiv climilie change scenario for the Northern 
Gre4i' Plains, ii.3r- u>4-'^C incitase m mcan.annual temperature 
offset by « W% incmise m mean annual prucipiluiion, nnieh of 
the weilund hiibiiai in the HMt Is projocied io be test (14, 15). 
High-quality waiortnw! habitat most likely lo per.sjsi under cli- 
mate clvango is projected to be eonceniraicd in Soolit Dakota cast 
of the Miswoun River (1.4, Ui). Ikvwever, this is precisely where 
grassland a)iiver.sinn in close pnnimiiy to PPR wetlands is most 
provjdunt (Fig, 5). LCLUC in eastern South Dakota pose.s a dual 
threat to whal may be one oi the mtvst imijortant climate-change 
refu^ia- for Ntvrib Arnerlean waicrfowi. 

With rcsfxfcl so biofuel development. Tiiman ci al. (35) point 
to risks of the US biofuc! intlusiry developing down counter- 
productive piilhwiiys iJ public policy and economic incentives 
are nol properly aligned with delivered Iwnclits. A number of 
studies hiivc now .shown that a biofviei strategy based oh corn 
ethanol and soy biodiesel may indeed be suboplitnal in terrns of, 
net energy- and carbon balances (5. 7,- 36) and negative impacts, 
on other ecusyslem services (5. 41, 42). Our resiilwshow that the 
WCB IS rapidly, moving down ihc com ethanol and soy biodiesel, 
pathway, wrth-an csiinuued net loss of ~.S28,lh)() ha (1.3 million 
acre.s; of griissiand Iroin 2(K16 (o 20i !. Our niclhodotogy, which, 
generated relativeiv Ingli-fcsolmion estimatc-s of LCl-UC rates 
(Fig. 2) over the most rapid (and imporlanl) period of biofuel 


expansiat, mt^t be uniquely .suited as an mpul lor estimating 
the direct .greenhouse gas signature oi a U.S biofuc! industry 
based prinrartiy on corn cihiinol {ei. refs. 8, 3o, 43— li). 

Celtulc^'c bfofiiCl.S produced from perenma! fcetlsiocks have 
a numbsr-of ■desirable attributes wnh re.spcci to net energy^and 
gas balances (43-45! and wiidlii'e coni^rvatioii (5, 6). 
Many of these poative attributes couid be realized in the WCB 
bypiantir^perenniaibiocncrgy crops (e.g., sw!tchgraHS..PiWftMm 
vir^fufn) Or diverse prairie (44) on lands currcmly in corn and 
soybean- caJlivation. However, the taibon debt amirig from 
giasdand coaverston » largely accrued dunng the convcr.sion 
process aad .2 to 3 y of tillage ptwiconverston CU 46). Even if 
recently converted grussitirid.s were suhscquerstly eonyerted to 
pereftroal .bioencrgy croijs, substantia! carbon debts would still 
pCrsisi. With re.spec! to consct\-{iiion of biodiversity and wetlands, 
tHe-tnaiatenaocc of mw;cd-gr»ss prairie as pasture^ or po.ssibie 
hatv^ of mb^-grass prairie ns a cciloiosic biotuel leedstock, is 
dearly a preferable alternative to grassland conversion. However, 
the devBlOpmeal of a celtuloski biofuel mdustiy in the United 
Stafes-hiiS been- slow (47). The present study indiciUes that the 
window of of^riunity for reitlizing beneiits of perenmui hiu- 
energy crops may be closing in the WCB. 

Methods 

We assessed grassland consersion in the WC3 over the period 2006 to 201 1 by 
using the-2006 NASS CDL ss a baseline and comparing it w«8 the 201 1 NASS 
CDUma per-pixe* basis. Grass-dominated land covers in the 2006 NASS CPt. 
awe cdonjified In a geoeralbed grassland doss whereas corn and soyoean 
^ectsin the 2QJ I NASS COi were merged In a genera! com/soy class, We then 
idendfhrd pixels that changed from grassland m 2006to<oriV!!oy .m 20i i. In 
doing sov we found rturwerous very wnaii peKbesof grassland corwersion (Fig. 
534). We assumed that the vast majority of these smell patches were erro- 
neously identified es taOC as a result of classification errors. Presumed 
errors were filtered out by runriing a fiwe-pixe! by five-pixel majority filler 
acro« the rew change layer (see details in. f ig. S3)< The resulting majority- 
fihered change layer contained objects that dearly rosembled .fiom or .soy-: 
bean fteldJ in size and dtape (fig. S)«), To assess .LapCm the opposite di- 
reaion, we identified pixels thatd'angod from coiiVSdy in 2006 lo grassland 
in 2011 We then applied the same hve-by-five majority filter to this raw 
change layer. Marority-Iittered change layers were sobsequendy used In 
tabobttng total areas of grassland to corn/soy; change and corrVsoy to 
grassland change summarised in Table 1; 

8ecauseofthe smalt sliesand.scanareddistributionof cbang«are8s,llWBS 
difficult to visualize regional patterns of LClUC at -the prtglnal S6-m spatial 
resolution. As a result, we used speiiat smoothing, wcfiniquoi to create, 
a regional change surface that highllghted local hotspots of change, Related 
approaches are osed ift fields such as spabat epfdeniioWgy to generate stable 
estimate of disease rates (48) but have riOr been broadly appNed ih the field 
of land change sciertce In Our smoothing approach, change pixels 8t 56-m 
spatial les^trtionvvere first aggregated to the percentage of cWng* at S60-fn 
resolution. Ibis was done by wkrng ,l0-by-l0 biocl(*of SC^n pixels. . top 
pi»el blocks) and sunvning the binary change withfrv each block (Fig .5.aA>, . 
NexE we used a 20 kerne) smoother to compute a smoothed esiimato -of 
percent change lor each of the 560-m. resolution pixels (Fig. S4S), A.gwartiC. 
kernei function was used Wcalcuiate moving averages aaoss The study area 
at a bandwidth of iO km. The same quarttc kernel function vxes used to 
smooth percent change from comrtoy in 2006 to grassland Ih 201 t,.PinaHy, 
«ve generated a smoothed map of grassland cover in 200S by aggregetlng 
grassland presence at 56-m resolution to percent grassland cover St S60-(n 
resolution, and then smoothing this aggregated cover foyer by using the 
same W-km quanic kernel. Tlits smoothed grassland cover layer was sub- 
sequently used 8$ the denominator in generating a map of relative ratSs of 
grassland conversion. 

fn low# and North Dakota, we used annua! NASS CDi. land cover classi- 
fications over t»se period 2001 to2011 to analyze longer-term trends in com) 
soy and grassland land cover. These are the only states in the WCS in which 
siieh longer-term land use data are avaifabic. in each year, corn and soybean 
piwk- were combined m a corn/soy clnss «i S6-ni resolution and then ag- 
gregated to percent COfOiSi^ cover al 56Q-m revolution. Simifsrty. pixels 
faiBog in ouc generalized gr.issland class we re aggregated to create annual 
mapsofpercent grassland cover at 560 rn resolutioa At each 5SO-m pixel, we 
then tesred the 2001 to 2011 time series forprcsencoofamoriutonictrend by 
using the nonparametne Marsn-Kendal! trend test. 
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We cvoiuflied the suitabifity for efap prodbciiorj on lands whef« grass- 
land conversion is occurring usmg the Soii'Sssrvey Geograplik Database 
ISSURGO (49)7 The irtajoritv-tiitefetl grasstaftd.toccB’ft^^ change l^e'rOi-3,, 
fig. S3fl) was overtaid on the iSUKGO Non-irrfgated CapaWff^ 'Qass-Oomti 
nant Condition tayar tSCJ) to extract the datrifacrtionol land c^dbHJ^ classes 
wtthsn areas undergoing grassland converstos, Itic proxbtti^. of 1-Q.UC to 
svetiands was evaluated with respect lo palustfirte wedamH identtfied by 
the National Wetlands inventory iNWl iSDj. Ths drtal^ swas confined to 
tttose pans ot tise WCe contained within the boundaries of the PPft ^2); 
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Fig, SI. The US Com Dell extentiwig from Ohio in the cast to Ihe Oakotas antf Neitraska in the west 8«aus? corn is typicaify grown in rotation with 

soybeans, the Corn Beit might he boTtcf termed the Com/Sey Belt. Corn cover is shown in y^fow, soybean cover is green. Adcliiiona! major land cover classes 
are included in the key. !rT>age iwsed on data from the 201 1 National Agrkuitursi Statistics Service Cropiand Data layer (CDL, rof, I), </n$er) The five states 
comprising the Woslorn Corn Beit arc shaded dark gray. 


t. US Offpartmi-nt of A0‘'eu:tu'p. Nstioixii Agrnvitur.»iSiosi»l;ssS«fvicc(?012)Cr«piarii#Pa«idyvr Atpwrfaw. Av4-ia&l<r as www.nnss u»da.govVrwcarch/Cropifln<J/tn8tadotrVmesa,Mm, 
Accewd AogujS y, 2012 



Vegetation Anomaly 

ioss average more 

Fig. .S2. Vogctai'On anorrsaires for t!se period of iunc 25 to July 10, 2012. Image constracied from an anaiysU by the NASA Sarth Observatory, dowrsloaded as 
a geotiff from ref i Anomalies 3'e based on tne N£s.'ma!i2edOifference Vegetation Irslex and are relative to average conditions ever the pe-hod 2002 to 2012 (1). 


1, NASA t^rl!! 0£»V'VVIOI> «V17) pT.vgtit Clips »!•« United States. Availabk: sr hap:«rar‘j!ot«eni’atOfy,nj>».sovAOTt!.Vwvv.phpti£jv:78353. .AcctnseO iuiy IB. 2012. 
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Fig. S3. Cfassisndio carrVsoy thange (cfentWied by ovwiaying the. 200S CtH..off. the 2011 .COU. iA) Change pwois icfentmotJ as grassland in 20CS tSsat were 
subsequetstiy cSassifted as corn or soybeans ifi 2011- This overf^HtefitHfflsaveryilsrge number of smai! change area.s. Ws asswne that most of this specie is not 
actual change but arises frwn etassWeatiOn erron in the sobrec daM. {flj Wseriog of the raw cnange layer. A five-p>wt by tive-pixe! moving window is 

applied to /•! The ce-nter pixel of the moving window is classafted as change if the ni^orny of pixels svithiothe windoivarc cliange pixels (spatial fcsolution, 56 m). 



fig'. $4.. Agnregatioh of grB$$(uhd.td cbriytoy change at 56-m spatial resolution wj change at. SM7fn resg|ut}ori.,fA),Th«; binary change layer in fig, 538 
(resolution, .56 inMs ebni/erted to the pBfccntage of change vwihih 560-m pixels. White indKates.noch«tge..(B).SfTi.ootWhg.ofAwsirig a qsiattickemBl furirton 
at a bondwidth of 10 Itm, 


Wright and WiniberSy vvv-nv.o:^i.u! 4 h 8 yv.iii'«^!Ahdrt? 5215 «et-nO: 
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The Ethanol Scam 

Politicians are high on turning corn into fuel — but ethanol not 

only hurts the environment, it's also one of America's biggest 

political boondoggles 

61 'JEFF GOODEt,L 

MARCH 23, 20! 1 


The great danger of confronting peak oil and global warming isn't that wc will sit on our collective 
asses and do nothing while civilization collapses, but that we will plunge after "solutions" that will 
make our problems even worse. Like believing we can replace gasoline with ethanol, the much- 
iiyped biofuel that we make from corn. 

The Dark Lord of Coal Country 

Ethanol, of course, is nothing new. American refiners will produce nearly 6 billion gallons of corn 
ethanol this year, mostly for use as a gasoline additive to make engines burn cleaner. But in June, the 
Senate all but announced that America's future is going to be powered by biofuels, mandating the 
production of 36 billion gallons of ethanol by 2022. .According to ethanol boosters, this is the 
beginning of a much larger revolution that could entirely replace our 21 -rniliion-harrel-a-day oil 
addiction. Midwest farmer.s will get rich, the air will be cleaner, the planet will be cooler, and, best of 
all, 'we can tell those greedy sheiks to fuck oft'. As the king of cihanoi hype, Sen. Chuck Grassley of 
Iowa, pul it recently, "Everything about ethanol is, good, good, good." 

7'his article appeared In the 7, 2007 issue of Rolling Stone. The issue is available in the 

online archive. 

I his !S not ju.st hype - it'.s dangerous, delusional bullshit. Ethanol doe.sn’t bum cleaner than gasoline, 

nor is it cheaper. Our current ethanol production represents only .3.5 percent of our gasoline 
consumption ■ — yet it consumes twent}' percent ol’the entire U.S. corn crop, causing the price of com 
to double in the last two years and raising the threat of hunger in the Third World. And the increasing 
acreage devoted to com for ethanol means less land for other staple crops, giving farmers in South 
America an incentive to carve fields out of tropical fore.sts that help to cool the planet and stave off 
global w-arming. 

12 Politicians ami Execs Blocking Progress on Global Warming 

So why bother 1 Because the whole point ol corn ethanol is not to solve America's energy crisis, but 
to generate one ol the great political boondoggles of our time. Corn is already the most subsidized 


http:/7vvAvw.roaingstone.corn/poiitic.s/ncws/ihc-ethanoI-scam-201 10323?prinL--true 
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crop in America, raking in a total of $5i billion in federal handouts between 1995 and 2005 — twice 
as much as wheat subsidies and four times as much as soybeans. Ethanol itself is propped up by hefty 
subsidies, including a fifty-onc-cent-per-gallon tax allowance for refiners. And a study by the 
Internationa! Institute for Sustainable Development found that ethanol subsidies amount to as much 
as $1.38 per gallon — about half of ethanol’s wholesale market price. 

Q&A: Bill Gates on How to Stop Globa! \Vjirmiii« 

'fhree factors are driving the ethanol hype. The first is panic: Many energy experts believe that the 
world's oil supplies have already peaked or will peak within the next decade. The second is election- 
year politics. With the first vote to be held in Iowa, the largc.st corn-producing state in the nation, 
former skeptics like Sens. Hillary Clinton and John McCain now pay tribute to the wonders of 
ethanol. Earlier (his year. Sen. Barack Obama pleased his agricultural backcr.s in Illinois by co- 
authoring legislation to raise production of biofuels to 60 billion gallons by 2030, A few weeks later, 
rival Democrat John Hdward.s. who is staking his campaign on a victory in tiie Iowa caucus, upped 
the ante to 65 billion gallons by 2025. 

Coal’s Toxic .Sludge 

The third factor stoking the ethanol fren-A' is the war in Iraq, which ha.s made energy independence a 
universal political slogan. Unlike coal, another heavily subsidized energy source, ethanol ha.s the 
added political benefit of elevating the .American farmer to national hero. As former CIA director 
.iajues WooLscy, an outspoken ethanol evangelist, puls it, ".American farmers, by making the 
commitment to grow more corn for ethanol, arc at the top of the spear on the war again.sl terrorism.” 

If you love America, how can you not love ethanol? 


Ethanol is nothing more tiian 1 80-proof grain alcohol. To avoid the prospect of drunks sucking on 
gas pump.s, fuel ethanol i.s "denatured" with chemical additives (if you drink it, you'll end up dead or, 
at best, in the ho.spitai). It can be divSiillcd Jrom a variety of plants, including sugar canc and switch- 
grass. Most vehicles can't run on pure ethanol, but T.85, a mix of eighty-five percent ethanol and 
fifteen percent gasoline, requires only slight engine modificaiioms. 

But as a gasoline .substitute, ethanol has big problems: Us energy density is one-third less than 
gasoline, which means you have to burn more ofii to gel the .same amount of power. It ai.so has a 
nasty tendency to absorb water, so it can’t be transported in existing pipelines and must be distributed 
by truck or rail, which is tremendously inefficient. 

Nor is all ethanol created equal. In Brazil, ethanol made from sugar cane has an energy balance of 8- 
10 - 1 — (hat is, when you add up the fos.sil fuels used to irrigate, fertilize, grow, transport and refine 
.sugar cane into ethanol, the energy output Is eight times higher than the energy inputs. Thai's a better 
deal than gasoline, which has an energy balance of 5-10-1. In contrast, the energy balance of com 
ethanol is only i .3-io-l making it practically worthless as an energy source. "Com ethanol is 
essentially a way of recycling natural gas," says Robert Rapier, an oil-industry^ engineer w'ho runs the 
R-Squared Energy F31og. 

I he ethanol boondoggle is largely a tribute to the political muscle of a single company: agribusiness 
giant Archer Daniels Midland. In the 1 970s, looking for new way^s to profit from com, ADM began 
pushing ethanol a.s a fuel additive. By Uie early 1 9S0s, ADM was producing 1 75 million gallons of 
ethanol a year. I he company'.s ihcn-chairman, Dwayne Andreas, struck up a close relationship with 
Sen. Bob Dole ot Kansas, a.k.a. "Senator Ffthanol." During the 1992 election, ADM gave SI million 


http://wv\nv.roUingstone.com/poiilicsAiews/lhe-ethanol-scam-20n0323?prinl^lrue 
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to Dole and his friends in the GOP (compared with S455,000 to the Democrats). In return, Dole 
helped the company .secure biliions of dollars in subsidies and tax breaks. In 1995, the consen’ativc 
Calo Institute, estimating tlui? nearly half of ADM's profits came from products cither subsidized or 
protected by the federal govcrnmeiu, called the company "the most prominent recipient of corporate 
welfare in recent IJ.S. history.” 

Today, ADM i.s the leading producer of ethanol, supplying more than 1 billion gallons of the fuel 
additive last year. Ethanol is propped up by more than 200 tax breaks and subsidies worth at least 
S5.5 billion a year. And ADM continues to give back: Since 2000, the company has contributed vS3.7 
million to state and federal politicians. 

The Iraq War ha.s a.lso been a boon for ADM and other ethanol producers. The Energy Policy Act of 
2005, which was pushed by Corn Belt politicians, mandated the consumption of 7.5 billion gallons of 
biofuels by 2012. After Deniocrals look o-s'cr Congress last year, they loo vowed to "do something" 
about America's addiction to foreign oil. By the time Sen. Jeff Bingaman, chair of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, proposed new energy legislation this spring, the only real question 
was how big the ethanol mandate would be. According to one lobbyist, 36 billion gallons became 
"the Goldilock.s numbci- — not loo big to be impractical, not too small to satisfy corn growers.” 

Under the Senate bill, only 15 billion gallons of ethanol will come from corn, in part because even 
corn grower.s admit that turning more grain into fuel would disrupt global food supplies. The 
remaining 21 billion gallons will have to come from advanced biofuels, most of which are currently 
brewed only in .small-scale lab expcrimcni.s. "It's like iry'ing to solve a traffic problem by mandating 
hovercraft,” say.s (i)avc Juday, an independent commodities consultant. "Except we don't have 
hovercraft.” 


1 he most seductive myth about ethanol is that it will free us from our dependence on foreign oil. 

But even if ethanol producers manage to hit the niandaie of 36 billion gallons of ethanol by 2022, that 
will replace a paltry 1,5 million barrels of oil per day -- only .seven percent of current oil needs. Even 
if the entire U.S. corn crop were u.sed to moke ethanol, the fuel would replace only twelve percent of 
current gasoline use, 

Another misconception is lluit ethanol is green. In fact, corn production depends on huge amounts of 
tossil fuel — not Just the diesel needed to plow fields atid transport crops, but also the vast quantities 
ot natural gas u,sed to produce feiiili/crs. Runoff from industrial-scale cornfields also silts up the 
Mississippi River iuid creates a va.si dead zone in the Guirof Mexico even,' summer. What's more, 
when corn ethanol is burned in vehicles, it is as dirty as conventional gasoline and does little to .solve 
global warming: ESS reduces carbon dioxide enh.ssions by a modest fifieen percent at be.st, while 
lueling the destruction of tropical forc.sls. 

But the biggest probioni with ethanol is that it steals vast swaths of land that might be belter used for 
growing food. In a recent article in I'oreign Affairs titled "How Biofuels Could Star\'e the Poor," 
University ol Minnesota economi.st.s C. ford Runge and Benjamin Senaucr point out that filling the 
ga.s tank of an SUV with pure cihano! requires more than 450 pounds of com — roughly enough 
calorics to feed one person for a year. 

Thanks in large part to the ethanol craze, the price of beef, pouilr}'' and pork in the United States rose 
more than three percent during the first five months of this year. In some parts of the country, hog 
taimcis no\v !md it cheaper io fattcji their animals on trail mix, french fries and chocolate bars. And 
since America provides two-lhirds ofal! global com exports, the impact is being felt around the 
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world. In Mexico, torliila prices have jumped sixty percent, leading to food riot.s. In Europe, butter 
prices have spiked forty percent, and pork prices in China are up twenty percent. By 2025, according 
to Rungc and Senauer, rising food prices caused by the demand for ethanol and other biofuels could 
cause as many as 600 million more people to go hungry worldwide. 

Despite the serious drawbacks of ethanol, some lechnological visionaries believe that the fuel can 
be done right. "Corn cihanol is Just a platform, the first step in a much larger transition we are 
undergoing from a iwdrocarbon-based economy to a carbohydralc-based economy," says Vinod 
Khosia, a pioneering venture capitalist in Silicon Valley. Next-generation corn- ethanol plants, he 
argues, will be much more efficient and environnienially friendly. lie points to a company called R3 
Biofuels that just opened an ethanol plant in Mead, Nebraska. The facility runs largely on biogas 
made from cow manure, and feed.s leftover grain back to the cows, making it a "closed-loop system" 
•— one that requires veiy few fossil fuels to create ethanol. 

Khosia is even higher on the prosj^ects for cellulosic ethanol, a biofuel that can be made from almost 
any plant matter, including ^vood waste and perennial grasses like miscanthus and switchgrass, Like 
other high-tech ethanol evangelists. Khosia imagines a future in which such so-calicd "energy crops" 
are fed into giant rellnerics that use genetically engineered enzymes to brccik down the cellulose in 
plants and create fuel for a fraction of the cost of today's gasoline. Among other virtues, cellulosic 
ethanol would not cut into the global food supply (nobody eats miscanlhu.s or sw'itchgrass), and it 
could significantly cut global-warming pollution. Even tnorc important, it could provide a gateway to 
a much larger biotech revolution, including synthetic microbes that could one day be engineered to 
gobble up carbon dioxide or other pollutants. 

Unfortunately, no commercial-scale cellulosic etitanol plants cxi.st today. In one venture backed by 
Khosia, a $225 million plant in central Georgia is currently being built to make ethanol out of wood 
chips. Mitch Mandich, a former .Apple Computer executive who i.s now the CEO of the operation, 
calls it "the beginning of a real Iratisformation in liic way we think about energy in America." 

Maybe. But oil-industry engineer Robert Rapier, who has spent yeans studying cclluio.sic ethanol, 
says that the difference between ethanol from corn and ethanol from cellulose i.s "like the difference 
between traveling to the moon and traveling to .Mars." .And even if the engineering hurdles can be 
overcome, there's still the problem of land use; According to Rapier, replacing H fly percent of our 
current gasoline consumption with cclluio.sic ethanol would consume thirteen percent of the land in 
the United States - about seven times the land currenlly utiliTicd for corn production. 

Increasing the production of cellulosic ethanol will also require solving huge logistical problems, 
including delivering vast quantities of feedstock to production plants. According to oric plant 
manager in the Vlidwcsi, fueling an ethanol plant with switchgrass would require delivering a semi* 
truckload of the gras.s every six minutes, twenty-four hours a day. Finally, there is the challenge of 
wrestling (he future away from Big Corn. "Ifs pretty clear to me that the corn guys will use all their 
lobbying muscle and political power to siail. thwart and sidetrack this revolution," says economist C. 
Ford Runge. 

In the end, the ethanol boom is another manifestation of America's blind faith that technology will 
solve all our problems, 'fhiriy years ago, nuclear power was the answer. Then it was hydrogen. 
Biofuels may Nvork out beucr, especially if mandates are coupled with tougfi cap.s on grccnhousc-gas 
cmission.s. Still, biofiicis are, at best, a huge gamble. They may help cushion the fall when cheap oil 
vanishes, but if we rely on etlianol to save the day. wc could soon (Ind ourselves forced to make a 
choice between feeding our SlJVs and feeding children in the Third World. And we all know how 
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that decision will go. 
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Ethanol quotas pump money from your 

pocket: Our view 

The Edilorial Board, USATODA Y ! 2:39 p.m. HD'l August ! 8, 20 13 

Fuel-efficient cars, new oil supplies make mandate obsolete. 

When members of Congress decided in 2007 to require that Americans put 36 billion ga l lons of 
cihanol and other biofuels in ihcir gas tanks annually by 2022, they must have thought there was 
an award forbad public policy. 

The idea never made the slightest sense. The law. an expansion of a mandate adopted two years 
earlier, called for impossibly large quantities of com to go into fuel production rather than onto 
people's tables, driving up food prices. 'I'his year, the mandate require.s 16.6 billion gallons of 
biofuels, absurdly consuming 3J% of the nation's com crop and requiring farm land roughly 
equal to the si/c of Kentucky. 

Nosv unforeseen cvci5t.s are tidding a tragicomic twist. 

Because of a decline in gasoline consumption — driven largely by a new generation of fuel- 
efficient cars - ■ the only way to bum that much ethanol is to blend more into each gallon of ga.s. 
This is bad ncw.s for your car because autoniakcns won't warranty their engines when they run a 
blend higher than the current 10% ethanol. 

Refiners arc left with only one viable option: buying credits known ns RINs (for Renevvable 
Identification Kumher) that provide an out. Under the bi/arre ethanol law, each RIN that a 
refiner acquires is a gallon of ethanol that it doesn't have to blend. 

Those RINs, which cost a few pennies last year, have traded for as much a.s .11 1 .40 this year 
because oFthc mandate. Major refiners have spent hundreds of niil!ion.s of dollars on them, 
enriching .speculators and passing along their additional costs in form of higher fuel prices, 

Recent estimates of the cost to comsumers for this RlS’saniiy come in at about 10 cents a gallon. 
■A study by the non-profit Hnergy Research Policy Foundation projects that by next y ear, when 
the mandate will rise to 1 8.2 billion gallons, the purchase of RINs will push up the price of a 
gallon of fuel by 20 ceiit.s to S 1 . 

Since the 2022 ethanol mandate is twice that level and anotlicr federal law mandates increasing 
fuel efficiency, one can only guess how big the hit will gct. 


Why would Uongres.s fleece consumers in this way? Tlierc's only one reason: to please a well 
organized larm lobby, which collects most of the money consumers are forced to waste. 
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All of tlie energy independence goals that the ethanol mandate was supposed to meet in 2022, 
have already been met surpassed in fact - - by developments that would have been 
unimaginable a few years ago. 

New drilling tcchnoiogic.s pushed up domestic oil production by 1 .3 tnillion barrels per day 
between 2005 and last year. Thanks to this increase, the aforementioned drop in gasoline 
consumption and the sub.stitution of plentiful natural gas for oil in a number of uses, oil imports 
arc plummeting, t hey have fallen by .T I m illion barrels a day since 2005 and now account for 
40% of consumption (down from OO'/k in 2005) and arc projected to fall further, 

fhe Obama administration ha.s some ilexibility to lower the mandates, but a belter approacii 
would be to repeal the law entirely. There are no awards for bad laws. Only negative 
consequences, 

USA TODAY'S editorial opinions are decided by its Editorial Board, separate from the news staff. 
Most editorials are coupled with an opposing wen'- — a unique USA TODAY feature. 

Editor's note: This editorial ha.s heeti updated to reflect that the composition of the annual 
renewable fuel mandate includes ethanol and other biofuels. 
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Review Outiaok: Rig Bihanol Finally L^si:s - WSJxom 


hHpR/onlino.wsj.coni/iicws'articlcs/SB 1000 142 4fl527023U378960')5... 


Should you be selling your stocks right now? 


!f you h.ove a $500,000 potifoiio, you ahciitd downkioci the tefesS repon by Fot1>6S columnist Ken Fisher's Frm 1) toils you 
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Big Ethanol Finally Loses 

The political fuel is losing support as Us costs and harm 

Nov 17. 2013 6:07 p.m.ET 

It’s no! often that the ethanol lobby suffers a policy setback in Washington, but it got its head handed to it 
Friday. The Environmental Protection Agency announced that for the first time it is lowering the federal 
mandate that dictates how much ethano! must be blended into the nation’s gasoline. It's about time, it’s 
been about time from the moment the ethanol mandate came to life in the 1970s. 

The 16% reduction is a modest pullback, which EPA says will hold ethanol blends in gasoline at the 
standard 10% (E10). But we hope this is a precedent-setting victory. After 35 years of exaggerations about 
the benefits of renewable fuels, the industry has lost credibility. 

For years the biofuels lobby has boasted that its product was 
a green alternative to emissions from oil and gas. But a 
growing body of scientific evidence is showing that ethanol 
consumes so much energy and fertilizer, and requires 
planting so much marginal cropland, that the impact on air 
quality is at best neutral and on water quality may be 
negative. 

A report released earlier (his year by the National Research 
Council concluded; "Although it may seem obvious that 
subsidizing biofuels should reduce C02 emissions because 
they rely on renewable resources rather than fossil fuels, many studies we reviewed found the opposite." 
Environmental outfits such as the Environmental Working Group and the Sierra Club now oppose ethanol 
subsidies. 

The EPA reduction is a small win for consumers. Since 1978 when the first "gasoho!" subsidies were 
enacted, renewable fuel production tax credits have drained the Treasury of almost $40 billion, The tax 
subsidies expired recently, but consumers have still been forced to dole out billions at the pump because 
of the renewable fuel standards, 

About 40% of corn production is now used not for food or livestock feed, but for fuel. This has raised the 
price of corn, and a 2009 study by the Congressional Budget Office found that in some years ethano! has 
raised retail food prices by 5% to 10% for everything from com flakes to ground beef. 

Related Video EPA hopes to prevent a 2014 replay of the biofuels fiasco 

that hit the gasoline market this year. When the original 
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levels for renewable fuel standards were set in 2007, none of 
the sages in Washington anticipated that gasoline demand in 
the U-S. would plateau as it has over the past four years, 
largely because of more fuel- efficient cars. 

This year's 14 billion gallon mandate required refiners such 
as Marathon and Valero to pay for hundreds of millions of 
ediiofia) page edttor Paul Gigot on the EPA's decision gallons of renewable energy "credits" to avoid busting 

to 10.™ o» requoM omoora oi oMrai iiiat toosi be tfirough the E1 0 blending wall. Few cars on the road are 

blerxied into gasoline Photo credii. Gcily images. ® ^ 

equipped to handle higher ethanol blends that can end up 
doing harm to engines Despite a lack of demand, the ethanol lobby wants government to force a blend of 
E 1 5 or higher on millions of consumers and force car makers to adapt their fleets to a fuel that offers less 
octane per mile traveled and no environmental benefit. 

The ERA’S modest reduction is a nod in the direction of market and technological reality. But expect the 
lobby to fight back ferociously, and it has powerful supporters in Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack and 
GOP Senator Chuck Grassley. Democrats and Republicans who don't bow to Big Ethanol should unite to 
repeal the mandate for the good of consumers, business and the environment. 


Copifight ?513 Dow Jones S Company, trc. AS Rijnis Reseiveo 
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Ethanol takes policy 
blow from the 
Environmental 
Protection Agency 

By Editorial Board , Published: 
November 17 


ONCE TOU TED as a clirniite-fricntlly renewable 

aUcrniuivc to Ibreign oil. the corn-based liquid ethanol has been exposed as an environmental and 
economic mistake. Lured by iederu! subsidiCvS, Midwestern farmers have devoted millions of acres to 
corn that might otherwise have been devoted to soil conservation or feed-grain production. 

Meanwhile, a "dead zone” fed by fertilizer runoff spreads at the mouth of the Missi.ssippi and production 
costs throughout the grain-dependent U.S. food industiy rise. At the end or201 1 , the ethanol industry 
lost a $6 billion per year la.x -credit subsidy. .And on Friday the EnvironmcnUil Protection Agency (EPA) 
delivered yet another policy defeat for cthatiol - which is to say, a victory' lor common sense. 

Wc refer to the HPAN pr oposed c u t in the a mount ofcti i anol t hat the nati o n's refine rs must add to the 
luc lsiipply in 2014 , from 18,15 billion gallons of ethanol called for in current law to a new target of 15 
l?.iU.ion.tP l.,5ii.2_bi.ij.ion .iKdkm.s. The downward revision of roughly 3 billion gallons is the first such 
reduction since Congress enacted the R enew able l-ticl Standard (RFS) in 2007, At the time, gasoline 
consumption was high and rising, and it seemed reasonable to put (he country on course to blend 36 
billion gallons of ethanol into motor fuel by 2022, as the RFS statute did. 

C.hanges in niolorists habits, along with advances in fuel economy, have rendered that objective utterly 
imrealislic. Driving and motor (ue! consumption have platcaucd. Vlixing more and more ethanol into a 
llxed or shrinking pool ot luel would bump up against the capacity of existing engines to burn it, as well 
as the capacity of the cxi.sting distribution network to pump it. Rather than hit this so-called "blend 
wall,” the ERA wisely decided to scale back the ethanol mandate. 

Expect to hear from the ethanol lobby about how ihi.s is a victory for their rivals in the Big Oil and Big 
Grocery lobbies, which it is. The former has no interest in federal subsidization ofa rival fuel: the latter 
would like less competition for access to grain. But that doesn't mean their arguments arc without merit. 
W^'d say that in ihi.s case, the public benefits do not ollset the market distonions. In the case of ethanol 
sub-sidics, the benefits do not outweigh the costs. 


12/10/3013 3:0S PM 
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Indeed, ihc only Haw wc can see in ihe IIPA’s announcement is that it doesn't go far enough. Partly. thi.s 
is because the agency only has authority to waive the current legal requirement for a year; partly it’s 
because "biofuels arc a key part of the Obama administration's . . . energy strategy,” as I HfA 
Ad niini.snaior Ciin a McCar thy put it on Friday. What’s really needed is a repeal oi'lhe eihano! mandate, 
which was enacted in a ditTercnl time, on the basis of projections about energy markets that have not 
panned out. More ctTicient fucl-conscrvation measures, such as a gas-ta.x increase, would let broad 
incentives, not politics, determine the best way in move cars and trucks wliile meeting energy security 
and environmental goals. 

Read more from Opinions: Ryan Cooper: 1‘imc to kill the com ethanol mandate Ocorge F, Will; Clunker 
progressivism 
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Auto manufacturers recognize that renewable fuels are an important component in our 
nation’s energy strategy, and Alliance members have long contended that we can make vehicles 
that can run on virtually any fuel. However, the mere existence of vehicles that can run on a 
particular fuel or combination ol' fuels is not enough to make a coherent, successful energy 
policy. 

It is important to recognize that some of the assumptions underlying the RFS when it was 
enacted in 2007 have turned out to be wrong, and that has created significant implenientalion 
challenges. No commercial production ofcellulosic biofuels was reported in 2010 and 20! 1 and 
only 20,069 gallons were registered as RlNs with EPA in 2012, As a result, BPA has waived or 
proposed waiving most of the original RFS mandates for cellulosic biofuels every year. U.S. 
gasoline consumption peaked in 2007 and declined to 133 billion gal/yr in 2012. El.A now 
projects a continued decline to 128 billion gallons by 2020. If even half ofFFVs on the road 
today w'cre being operated on E-8.5, they would consume a third of current ethanol production. 
Flawed assumptions have led to flawed policies .such as EPA’s retroactive E15 Fuel waiver for 
MY 200 1 and newer motor vehicles and the push by some for FFV mandates. 

If Congress decides to revisit RFS2, automakers are open to prospective policies that 
reflect a comprehensive commitment to make renewable fuels successful in the marketplace. 
Such policies would need to address fuel production and distribution equally w'ith vehicles and 
consumer acceptance. In considering potential new fuels, questions about infrastructure, cost, 
feasibility, impact on fuel economy and consumer acceptance must be considered. Appropriate 
cadence between a iuel’s availability and vehicles that can run on it is important. In promoting a 
particular fuel, policy makers must take care not to disadvantage other potenlialiy beneficial 
technologies. 

Above all, automakers need lead-time and certainty to design and develop vehicles that 
can best meet the multitude of requirements placed on us by regulators, and by con.sumers. 
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Teslinionv 

I hank you, Chaimian WhitReld, Ranking Member Rush and members of the 
Subcommittee. I he Alliance of Automobiie Manufacturers (Ailiance) is a trade association of 
twelve car and light truck manul'acturcrs including BMW Group, Chrysler Group LLC, Ford 
-Motor Company, General Motors Company, Jaguar Land Rover. Mazda, Mercedes-Benz USA, 
Mitsubishi Motors, Porsche Cars, Toyota, Volkswagen Group and Volvo Cars, rogether, 
Alliance members account for roughly 3 out of every 4 nerv vehicles sold in the U.S. each year. 
On behalfof the .Alliance, I appreciate the opjxtrtunity to offer our views on the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (RFS) and the role alternative fuels can play in helping address our nation’s energy 
security and environtnenlal concerns. We commend the Committee for its thoughtful and 
thorough examination ofthis energy policy. 

Auto manufacturers believe that renewable fuels arc an important component in our 
nation's energy strategy, and Alliance members have long contended that we can make vehicles 
that can run on virtually any fuel. Of course, doing .so while still meeting all applicable 
requircrnent.s - including cost and acceptability to our customers - is far more complicated. The 
mere existence of vehicles that can run on a particular fuel or combination of fuels is not enough 
to make a coherent, successful energy policy. 

The Alliance did not take a position on the volumetric targets or tiining for renewable,s 
when the RFS2 was being debated in 2007, and we continue to defer to other stakeholders and 
policy makers who have more cxperti.se with regard to fuel production, l-low'ever. it is important 
to recognize that .some of the as.sumplions underlying the RFS2 have turned out to be wrong, and 
that ha.s created significant implementation challenges. As the Committee studies the RFS2 to 
determine if reform is neccs.sary, the Alliance is committed to work in a con.struclive fa.shion to 
create certainty regarding our transportation fuel future and implementation from a vehicle and 
infraslrucUire point of view. 

In 2007, when the RFS2 was significantly expanded as part of the broader Energy 
Independence and Security .Act. policy makers and variou.s stakcholdcr.s anticipated significant 
production of cciluiosic biofuels svithin a relatively short timelfanie. RFS2 has a substantial 
requirement for cellulosic biofuel by capping the volume of corn-starch derived ethanol at 1 5 
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billion gallons and increasing the ccllulosic biofuel rcquircmenls from iOO million gallons in 
2010 to 16 billion gallons in 2022. Unfortunately, this niarkxt has failed to come into e.'tistcnce 
on schedule. No commercial production of ccllulosic biofuels was reported in 2010 and 201 1 
and only 20.069 gallon.s were registered as RINs with bP.A in 2012.' ,\s a result, Lil’.A has 
waived or proposed waiving most of the original RFS2 mandate.s for celluiosic biofuels every 
year. 

Additionally, in 2007, U.S gasoline consumption stood at a record 142 billion gallons per 
year (gal/yr) and had been growing at an average rate of 1.6% per year for the previous 10 
years."' In its AiinunI l-jierf;}- Outlook 2007. the U.S. Energy information .Administration 
projected gasoline demand to grow to 152 billion gal-'yr in 201.) and 16:S billion gal/yr in 2020. ' 
In fact, U.S. ga.soline consumption peaked in 2007 and declined to I .).2 billion gal/yr in 20 1 2.'' 
EI.A now projects a continued decline to 128 billion gallons by 2020,'' 

The decline in fuel consumption combined with increasing mandates for corn ethanol 
would not nccc.ssarily have led to the "blend vvall” concerns that we arc facing now, if not for 
another nawed assumption - that consiimer.s driving llc.^iblc fuel vehicles (FKVs) would use E85 
in significant quantities. .Automakers believe FFVs are a potcnliaily useful piece of an overall 
alternative fuel strategy; however, their market penetration ha.s not led to a meaningful uptick in 
renewable fuel usage, fherc are over 1 5 million FFVs on U.S, road.s today, yet only about 2 
percent of gas stations have an E-85 dispenser, and most arc concentrated in the Midwest, where 
most ethanol is produced, ifeven half of these vehicles were being operated on E-8,5. they 
would consume a third of current ethanol production. 

' 2012 RFS2RFS22 Data (as of June 7, 103) available at .bttp://eDa.vov.rotaQ/fueis/RFS2RFS2 2d ata/2012emt5 htm , 

^ U.S, Energy Info.'rnation Administration, "U.S, Product Supplied of Finished Motor Gasoline," March, 2013, 
hit rry/wwvveia.itQv /dna v/oet/h ist /le.af Handier. ashx?n=PET&s=MGFUPUS2&F=A . 

’u.S, Energy Information Administration, An.noo/fnergyOuttook 2007, "Table 1.1. Liquid Fuels Supply and 
Disposition, "ht> H'l/www: ei a.eov/oiaf/archive/ . reo07/pdf/aeotab 1 l .pdf 

' U.S. Energy Information Administration, "U.S. Product Supplied of Fi.nished Motor Gasoline," March. 2013, 
htip:/'/www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hiat/l.c-af H ana'ler.ashx7n=PET&s-MGFUPUS2!tf-A . 

' U S. Energy Information Admmhtr^\ion, Annual Energy Outlook 2013, "Table All. Liquid Fuels Supply and 
Disposition," pg. 143. 
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This shifiiiig landscape is certainly amongst the many drivers fueling the Rl'Sd debate 
and continues to create uncertainty for how the policy will be impicinented. Biofuel producers 
and other stakeholders have been forced to think of alternative ways to ensure the RPS2 
mandates are met. The Alliance believes this has led to the promotion of flawed policies such as 
liPA’s retroactive hl5 fuel waiver for MY 2001 and newer motor vehicles, a flawed pump 
labeling rule that fails to properly warn consumers away from vehicles not designed for u.sc of 
F. 15, and the Open Fuels Standard. 

F 1 5 Waivers 

The decision to approve the n.sc ofFlS for model year (MY) vehicles 2001 and newer is 
the poster child for policies that were adopted to mitigate the implementation challenges arising 
from RFS2. The Alliance strongly believes that EPA’s decision to approve the use of E15 vvas 
made absent critical research and testing results, will likely lead to misfiicling and vehicle 
damage or poor performance; and as a result, may result in a consumer "backlash'’ agaiivst 
biofuels. Prior to MY 20 1 2. all motor vehicles were designed, certified, and warranted to only 
withstand up to lO'Yo of ethanol in gasoline; today only two major OEMs produce Ei5 capable 
vehicles and all lle.xible fuel vehicles (l-'FVs) arc able to consume the fuel. Recent studies, 
including studies conducted by the Coordinating Re.search Council (CRC), have demonstrated 
the potential adverse effects of El 5 use on certain. po.st-MY 2001 motor vehicles not designed 
for such a fuel. 

The CRC engine durability study found signs of valve scat wear caused by the mid-level 
blend (i.e,, E 1 5-E2()). The CRC fuel system durability study also showed evidence of fuel level 
sensor errors, fuel pump t'ailures and component swelling caused by the fuel. Recent data also 
underscored the risk of widespread damage from misfueling other types of engines on El 5 as 
FPA recognized by CNclucling many products in its partial waivers. During EPA’.s rulemaking 
process, aulomakers and other engine inanufaeturcrs consistently urged EPA to wail to make it.s 
decision on the introduction of El 5 to the nation’s fiie! market until ail of these studies on the 
potential impacts of El 5 on the existing Beet were completed. 

The desire to allow more renewable fuels to be blended into the transportation fuel pool 
cannot be allowed to harm the significant investments made by consumers. We believe that h 1 5 
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misfucling is itnavoidable, particularly in light of the lack of any meaningful measures in place to 
prevent it, indeed, EPA concurs in that it has never proposed a misfueling prevention plan, only 
a mitigation plan. The only deterrent to EI5 misfueling in the mitigation plan is a pump label 
and it is unlikeiy that this English-only label would be read and followed by all consumers. EP.^ 
so weakened the label's cautionary messaging during the rulemaking process as to render the 
label essentially ineffective. Motorists focus almost exclusively on price, and inattention can 
lead to unintentional or inadvertent misfueling of their vehicles, and Clean Air Act violations, 
even when the pas.sive warnings are provided. As EPA has noted, niislueling with leaded 
gasoline was widespread even when different nozzle sizes were used in addition to labels, 

EPA’s final El 5 pump label language did not even refer consumers to their vehicle owner 
manuals for guidance, a.s the Alliance and others advocated. Automakers want biofuels to 
succeed in the U.S, and are committed to finding the right market solutions for sustainable 
biofuel use. If consumer satisfaction is compromised, the credibility of future biofuels and the 
RFS2 program may be quc-stioned and challenged. 

Flexible Fuel Vehicle Mandates 

The Open Fuels Standard legislation would cITectively require that 50 percent of all light- 
duty vehicles be FFVs. This is challenging enough - and completely unwarranted - based on the 
current definition of FFVs as vehicles capable of running on any blend of ga.soiine and ethanol 
up to 85 percent (E85). But the proponents of the bill have re-defined what constitutes an FFV - 
as a vehicle that niu,st be able to run effectively on three fuels - ga.soline. E85 and methanol 
blends up to 85 percent (M85). Insisting that automakers produce vehicles that must 
accommodate three fuels - of varying energy contents and in any combination - is unworkable. 
.An array of compromises would be needed - at signilreant cost - to make vehicles capable of 
iKsing all three fuels. Performance would be sacrificed, durability issues would be enhanced, 
reliability concerns would be raised, vehicle costs would increase - all to the dissatisfaction of 
customers and for little to no benefit, .since M85 is available nowhere and E85 is available and 
used very .sparingly, 

As noted previously, automakers believe the FFV is a worthwhile technology that has a 
place as part of a broader portfolio of alternative fuel technologies; however, the last six years 



447 


have demonstrated that the mere existence ot'l-'FVs will not lead to more renewable fuel usage. 
The primary factors affecting the lack of R85 usage are pricing, availability, total full-tank range, 
and consumers' willingness to use the fuel. Because ethanol is often priced above its relative 
energy value (it has less energy than gasoline, so its cost per vehicle mile travelled (VMT) can be 
higher th,in comparable VM T cost of gasoline if not priced accordingly). ES5 use is not 
competitive with the u.se of ga.soline. And, because there is little demand for the product, 
retailers have been slow to install retail sites nationally. Policies to incentivize retailers to offer 
and price the product competitively and educate consumers on the value of E85 might be 
effective in promoting more E85 usage, but we should be realistic about potential growth of this 
market absent a fundamental change in the pricing relationship. 

I.ooking Ahead 

If Congres.s decides to revisit RFS2, auiomaker.s are open to pro.spective policies that 
reflect a comprehensive commitment to make renewable fuels successlul in the marketplace. 

Such policies would need to address fuel prodirction and distribution equally with vehicles and 
consumer acceptance, which are really the final link in the chain. In considering potential new 
fuels, questions about infraslrueturc, cost, feasibility, impact on fuel economy and consumer 
acceptance must be considered. Appropriate cadence between a fiiel's availability and vehicles 
that can run on it is important. .Such a prospective approach is a far preferable alternative to 
retraacti\'cly introducing fuels into a market that has not been designed, certified or warranted to 
run on them. 

.Some key eon.siderations a.s we move forward include: 

Octane Rating Level: Since ethanol provides less energy on a per gallon ha.sis when 
compared to gasoline, the future fuel may need to provide for a higher octane rating to allow 
automakers to enhance efficiency and mitigate fuel economy decreases as more eihanoi is added 
to ga.sofinc, Higher octane rated fuels enable automakers to calibrate our engines to improve fuel 
economy. This ciiange mav be crucial for consumer acceptance. It is also critical that 
automakers arc no longer penalized under future regulations for any dccroMscs in fuel economy 
that are attributable to greater ethanol or lower aromatics use. 
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Legacy L'uels: l egacy fuels must continue to be available for older vehicles while the 
rcfiieiing infrastructure for higher level ethanol blends is transitioning. Government a.ssistaiicc in 
iniptciTicming an effective program to educate consumers about the Fueling capabilitie.s of their 
vehicles to prevent misfueling will also be crucial to the success of the effort. In addition, 
enforcement of fuel blend and labeling requirements must be extensively and effectively 
executed. 

.•^bove all, this approach mu,si give automakers the lead-lime required and cstabli.sh the 
certainty needed to design and develop vehicles that can best meet the multitude of requirement.s 
placed on us by regulators, and by consumers. It should also provide certainty for producers, 
retailers, engine manufactureis and other stakeholders. With certainty about the Fuels our 
vehicles will be using and with sufficient lead time, our engineers can design vehicles tliat arc 
optimized for th at Fuel. Ultimately, providing the appropriate mechanism,s and policies to allow 
the industry to deliver better fuel economy, better pcrforiTiance, and more cost-effective 
compliance with emissions standards will in turn improve the value proposition for our 
customers. 

Finally, Congrc.ss must t.akc care to minimize negative side clTccts of promoting a 
particular fuel. Several ,‘Mliance members are expanding tlicir diesel offerings in the US market, 
becaii.se die.sels offer signiricant fuel economy gtiins relative to their gasoline counterparts. Our 
members are very concerned by recent studies^ indie, ating that failure to address the blend wail 
could lead to spikes in diesel fuel prices, which in turn, would drive consumers away from an 
important technology for reducing our overall dependence on oil. 

Thank you lor the opportunity to offer our views on the Renewable Fuel Standard and I 
will be happy to an.s\vcr any questions. 


NERA Economic Consulting, "Econo.mic Impacts Resulting from Implementation o! RFS2 Program," October, 2012. 



449 


Statement for the Record by 
The Association of Equipment Manufacturers 
1000 Vermont Ave, NW, Suite 450 
Washington, DC 20005 
202-898-9064 

Environment and Public Works Committee 
Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels 
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AGRiCU'.TURE 

CONSIRUCTiON 

FORESTRY 


The Association of Equipment Manufacturers (AEM) appreciates the opportunity to submit a 
statement for the record on the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee’s Oversight 
Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels, 

AEM is the U.S.-based international trade ^up serving the off-road equipment manufacturing 
industry. AEM members number more than 900 companies that manufacture equipment, 
products and services used worldwide in the agriculture, construction, forestry, mining and 
utility fields. Our agricultural equipment nawiufacturing members are an integral part of the 
American economy, directly and indirectly emp|o 5 rmg 370,000 workers, and are optimistic 
about the market potential represented by the continued development of an advanced biofuels 
industry. 

In the development of the Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS), Congress wisely encouraged tlie 
creation of an advanced biofuels industry, namely cellulosic ethanol Cellulosic ethanol is 
produced from non-foodstuff plant material and AEM believes the collection of this biomass 
material represents a significant market for new categoric of equipment. Our industry has 
worked with the Department of Energy and cellulosic producers to develop the best methods for 
collecting biomass. 

The biomass necessary for ceUulosic ethanol production will likely be gathered in large square 
baie.s as they represent the best feedstock management tool for fuel projects, both agricultural 
waste collection and energy dedicated crop farming, because of benefits derived from infield 
storage, ease of transport, reduced size of project fuel yard and handling equipment, reduced 
trucking costs and better farm management. 

Because of the market driving force of the RFS, several advanced biofuels projects are .set to 
begin or ramp up production in 2014. Based on these developments we believe demand for 200 
balers will be created next year. This infant market is valued at $25 million. However, if the 
RFS is left intact, by 2022 we believe this market will grow to 14,000 balers worth $2.1 billon. 

Each baler will need shredders and collection wagons along with accompanying tractors to pull 
them. Furthcimoi e, for the collection of canes and energy crop grasses producers will need 
modified sugar cane harvesters and swathers/windrowers to operate with the balers. Also 30 
percent of the balers will likely be used in combination with a combine. These above equipment 
needs increase the market potential for our equipment to over $4 billion because of advanced 
biofiiels. 
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To position ourselves to take advantage of this coming market opportunity several AEM 
members are investing considerable resources into R&D to fiilfill the specific demands of 
biomass collection for fuel production. In the «$>pendix we share specific examples of this work. 

Our Industry is excited about the economic opportunities presented by an advanced biofuels 
sector which also promises to reduce our nation’s dependence on foreign oil while improving 
the environment. However, we cannot stress enough that, for the moment, the development of 
this young market is largely dependent on invKtors’ confidence in the RFS staying intact. 
Tampering now with the RFS will likely cause an exodus of investment capital which could 
permanently stunt its growth. 

Again, AEM appreciates the chance to offer a statement of the record on this important issue. If 
you have any questions or if AEM can be of any assistance, please contact Nick Tindall, AEM 
Director of Government Affairs at otmdalI@aem.org or 202-701'4287 , 
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Appendix 

AGCO Single pass corn ban'ester and field waste Isak' 
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Statement of the 

Society of Independent Gasoline Marketers of America 
(SIGMA) 

And the 

National Association of Convenience Stores 
(NACS) 


“Oversight Hearing on Domestic Renewable Fuels” 
Committee on Environment & Public Works 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety 
U.S. Senate 
December II, 2013 


This statement is submitted on behalf of the Society of Independent Gasoline 
Marketers of America (SIGMA) and the National Association of Convenience 
Stores (NACS). 

Members of SIGMA and NACS represent approximately 80% of retail fuel sales in 
the United States. As the Committee explores the future of the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (“RFS” or the “program”), it is important that the retailer's perspective be 
considered. 

NACS and SIGMA do not support the repeal of the RFS, but do recognize that the 
program unchanged has the potential to cause problems in the market. As a 
general matter, they believe the Environmental Protection Association’s (“EPA’s” 
or the “Agency’s”) recently proposed rule' outlining the 2014 renewable volume 
obligations (“RVOs”) appropriately addresses these potential problems without 
undermining the principles on which the program is premised - diversifying the 
fuel supply, increasing the overall fuel supply, encouraging domestic fuel 
production, and lowering fuel costs for American consumers. 


EPA. 2014 Stxindards for the Renewable Fuel Standard Program, 78 Fed. Reg. 71732 (Nov, 29. 2013). 
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INTRODUCTION 

Overview of SIGMA and NACS 


SIGMA represents a diverse membership of approximately 270 independent chain 
retailers and marketers of motor fuel. Ninety-two percent of SIGMA’s members 
are involved in gasoline retailing, 66 percent are involved in wholesaling, 36 
percent transport product, 25 percent have bulk plant operations, and 15 percent 
operate terminals. Member retail outlets come in many forms, including travel 
plazas, traditional "gas stations,” convenience stores with gas pumps, cardlocks. 
and unattended public fueling locations. Some members sell gasoline over the 
Internet, many are involved in fleet cards, and a few are leaders in mobile 
refueling. 

NACS is an international trade association composed of more than 2,200 retail 
member companies and more than 1,600 supplier companies doing business in 
nearly 50 countries. I'he convenience and petroleum retailing industry has become 
a fixture in American society and a critical component of the nation’s economy. In 
2012, the convenience store industry employed more than 1.84 million (1.82mm in 
2011) workers and generated $700.3 billion in total sales, representing 
approximately 4,5 percent of the United States’ GDP - or one of every 22 dollars 
spent - in 2012, 

The Retailer’s Objective 


These associations' members’ sole objective is to sell what their customers want to 
buy. As new fuels enter the market, they want to be able to sell those fuels 
lawfully and with minimal volatility and risk. While agnostic on which liquid fuel 
they sell to satisfy consumer demand, they do have a bias: They believe it is best 
for the American consumer and America’s industrial position in the world 
marketplace to have reasonably low and stable priced energy, 

SIGMA AND NACS SUPPORT EPA’S PROPOSAL 

Adapting to an Evolving Market 

Congress last revised the RFS in 2007. Those revisions were premised upon an 
expectation of (1) a rise in demand for gasoline and (2) widespread availability of 
cellulosic ethanol by 2013. Neither of those expectations has been met. In 2007, 
the nation consumed approximately 150 billion gallons ot gasoline; demand was 
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expected to increase at an annua) rate of approximately 1 .3% tlirougli 2030. In 
reality, consumption in 2013 is projected to be less than 134 billion gallons. 

Higher corporate average fuel economy (“CAFE”) standards combined with a 
struggling economy have lowered the country's gasoline usage. In addition, the 
country has not experienced the growth in flex fuel vehicles and sales of E85 
(gasoline with a concentration of 85 percent ethanol and 1 5 percent gasoline) that 
was anticipated. 

Without regard to these unanticipated market realities, the statutory RFS volume 
targets continue to increase year after year. If left in place, these targets could only 
be met if more ethanol is blended into every gallon of gasoline. 

At the present time, the market is simply unable to blend more ethanol into 
gasoline. This is true for two related reasons: 

Insufficient Demand - More than anything else, the number one trait of any 
successful retailer is an ability to identify wbat his or her customers want to buy, 
and then sell that product. Fuel retailers’ customers do not purchase products 
because members of SIGMA and NACS sell them; members of SIGMA and 
NACS sell products because their customers purchase them. To date, there are 
very few retailers that have seen an adequate return on their investment to sell fuel 
blends greater than ElO. Quite the opposite, most retailers that sell El 5 or ESS 
have yet to see substantial sales of these products. Indeed, even consumers with 
flex-fuel vehicles that are compatible with E85 tend to purchase EiO. 

It is important to keep in mind that of the various mandates contained in the RFS, 
there is no mandate for consumers to purchase anything . Unless there is a 
substantial increase in consumer demand for higher fuel blends, retailers will 
naturally be reluctant to make the investments that are necessary in order to sell 
them. 


Retailer Liability — Beyond insufficient demand, retailers’ liability concerns 
act as a further disincentive to selling higher fuel blends. 

OSHA regulations require retailers to use equipment that has been listed by a 
nationally recognized testing laboratory as compatible with the fuel the equipment 
is storing and dispensing." The primary testing laboratory is Underwriters 

' 29 C.F.R. 1 926. LS2(a)( I ) (“Only .approved conlaiiiers and portable tanks shall be u.sed for storage and bandlina of 
flammable .and combustible liquids.” ''.Approved" is defined at 29 C.F.R. 19 1 0.i0f>{.')5) ("Approved unless othenvise 
indicated, approved, or listed by a nationally recognized testing laboratory.”) 
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Laboratories ("UL”). However, prior to 2010 UL had not listed a single dispenser 
as compatible with any ethanol concentration greater than 10%. Further, given 
UL’s policy, no device listing can be revised. Consec]uently, retailers who wish to 
sell any gasoline containing more than 10% ethanol (such as El 5 or ESS) must 
acquire a new dispenser that has been listed as compatible with the product. 
Dispensers can cost upwards of $20,000 and few retailers are willing to dispose of 
functional and modern dispensers in order to sell a new fuel for which demand is at 
best uncertain. 


Recently, the two primary device manufacturers (Gilbarco and Wayne-GE) 
have obtained UL listing for retrofit kits for some of their units to upgrade their 
compatibility to accommodate fuels containing up to 25% ethanol. These units are 
currently available for $2.000-$4,000 per kit and may be available for more than 
50% of the dispensers in the market. This reduces the costs for many retailers, but 
the expense still equates to nearly 1 0% of a store’s annual pre-tax income - a 
significant risk given uncertain consumer demand. 

Converting dispensers to ensure their compatibility with higher levels of 
ethanol blended fuel is feasible because one can determine the compatibility of 
units at a particular location. More complicated is determining the compatibility of 
underground equipment. Retail fueling facilities can often change hands several 
times after a tank system is installed, leaving the current owner uncertain of the 
listing status of underground equipment. This equipment can include the 
underground storage tank itself, connecting pipes and fittings, submersible 
equipment and other ancillary units. It is essential that these units be compatible 
with these new fuels as vvell. Replacing them, however, is extraordinarily 
expensive. When a retailer opens the surface of an outlet to address underground 
equipment issues, costs can quickly exceed $100,000 per location. 

Assuming a retailer can confirm or upgrade his equipment to ensure 
compatibility with these new fuels, there remain other challenges. The rule 
authorizing the sale of E 1 5 restricts its use to vehicles manufactured after 2001 and 
prohibits its use in earlier models or small engines. ' EPA issued a misfueling 
mitigation rule requiring the placement of dispenser decals near the El 5 selector 
and requiring additional measures, but there are no physical applications available 
to prevent the consumer from misfueling. Further, it is expected that a sizeable 


’ 40 C F.R. 80.1.504; .see also EPA. Regulalion to Mitigate the Misfueling of Vehicles and Engines With Gasoline 
Containing Greater Than Ten Volume Percent Ethanol and Modifications to the Reformulated and Conventional 
Gasoline Programs. 76 Fed. Reg. 44406 {July 25, 2011). 


4 
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percentage of consumers may not know in what year their vehicles were 
manufactured. 

This puts retailers in a precarious situation. If they offer El 5 and a consumer 
uses that fuel in a non-approved engine, retailers are exposed to the threat of being 
charged with a violation of the Clean Air Act and subject to fines of up to $37,500 
per violation. Even if the retailer is fully compliant with EPA’s misfueling 
mitigation requirements he may be subject to civil litigation under the Act’s private 
right of action provision. Further, becau.se many engine manufacturer owner’s 
manuals and warrantees do not authorize the use of El 5, the retailer may be 
threatened with liability for engine damage or for selling a fuel that voids the 
consumer’s warranty. The simple threat of litigation deters retailers from offering 
the higher blends. 

Blend Wall 


Once the RFS’s volume obligations exceed the volume of renewable fuel the 
market can absorb, the market will have hit the so-called “blend wall.’’ The blend 
wall would undoubtedly lead to a significant increase in the price of fuel, and 
would inflict substantial harm on the United States economy. This damage would 
be caused by a shortage of Renewable Identification Numbers (“RINs”), which are 
used to ensure compliance with the RFS’s volume obligations. RINs are 
essentially an artificial commodity that has become an integral component of 
manufacturers’ ability to produce and import fuel. If the market reaches the blend 
wall, there will not be enough RINs to allow' obligated parties to satisfy their 
volume obligations under the RFS. This will result in significantly elevated prices 
for the RINs that are available. For those obligated parties unable to aequire 
sufficient RINs, they eotild face fines from the EPA or might make other decisions 
to lower their obligations under the program by reducing or exporting production. 
All of these situations will add costs to fuel production and, as happens in every 
industry, these costs will be passed down to retailers and, ultimately, the costs will 
be absorbed by consumers. 

EPA's Proposal 

EPA’s proposal wisely takes advantage of its statutory authority to avoid the blend 
wall and associated economic harm. Specifically, the Agency invoked its waiver 
authority under section 21 l(o)(7)(A)(ii) of the Clean Air Act - wherein it can 
lower annual volume obligations where there is “inadequate domestic supply” - to 


5 



458 


bring the 2014 RVOs in line with what it projects the market can reasonably 
absorb (/.c., to avoid reaching the blend wall). 

As discussed above, there are presently significant impediments affecting the 
ability to distribute, blend, dispense, and consume renewable fuels. The 
“inadequate supply” waiver authority surely encompasses these scenarios. Indeed, 
in such situations, there is simply not an adequate supply of renewable fuel that 
could reasonably enter commerce. EPA therefore rightfully determined that it has 
authority under section 21 l(o)(7)(A)(ii) to consider the full range of constraints ~ 
including fuel infrastructure and other constraints - that could result in an 
inadequate supply of renewable fuels to consumers. 

Additional Authority 

In addition to its waiver authority under section 21 l(o)(7)(A)(ii), EPA's 
complimentary waiver authority under 21 l(o)(7)(A)(i) also offers a sufficient basis 
for revising the 2014 RVOs. Under this “economic harm” authority, EPA can 
revise the statutory RVOs when implementation of the requirement would severely 
harm the economy or the environment of a State, a region, or the United States. 
Although it is not clear whether EPA believes it has authority under 
21 l(o)(7)(A)(i) to avoid the blend wall, for the reasons outlined below, it is quite 
clear that it does. 

EPA’s interpretation of its waiver authority is most fully explored in a 2008 
decision denying a waiver request submitted by the State of Texas. ' This 
interpretation was reaffirmed in the Agency's 2012 decision denying waiver 
requests that were submitted by several states.'”^ 

EPA has generally interpreted the statutory requirement that “implementation of 
the requirement would severely harm the economy or environment of a State, a 
region, or the United States”'’ as limiting its waiver authority to situations when 
“implementation of the RES program itself (causes] the severe harm,”’ rather than 
situations where implementation of the program would significantly contribute to 
severe harm. 


^ 73 r-'ederal Register 47168 (August 13. 2008). 

^ 77 Federal Regi-Sler 70752 (November 27. 2012). 
Supra n.2 

■73Fed. Reg. 47171, 
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The economic harm that would result upon the fuels market reaching the blend 
wall would be directly caused by the RFS. Unlike previous waiver requests that 
were predicated upon intervening economic factors (e.g., droughts), the blend wall 
is an artificial dilemma that emanates solely from the RFS. 

EPA’s 2008 denial of Texas’s waiver request also sets forth three additional factors 
the Agency will consider: 

First, it states that its waiver authority is limited to situations where “there is a 
generally high degree of confidence that there mT// be severe harm as a result of the 
implementation of the RFS.”* The Agency should certainly have a high degree of 
confidence that if prices at the pump increase substantially - as they will when the 
market reaches the blend wall - there will be almost immediate consequences on 
the American economy. Merrill Lynch, for example estimates that every one cent 
increase in the retail price of gasoline amounts to $1 billion in lost consumer 
spending.'"* Thus, when the market reaches the blend wall, and demand for RINs 
continues to outpace supply, and fuel producers’ increased operating costs are 
passed down to consumers through higher prices for fuel, it will substantially 
detract from consumer spending in many areas of the economy and cause severe 
economic harm, particularly if it continues unabated for a prolonged period of 
time. 

Second, the “harm” must be to the economy as a whole rather than one specific 
sector of the economy {e.g., the livestock industry).'" The economic harm that 
would result upon reaching the blend wall would apply to the entire U.S. economy. 
The United States is a petroleum-based economy. When the retail price of motor 
fuel increases, it not only constricts household budgets, but it causes the price of 
everything that is transported or produced using motor fuel to escalate. The harm 
is not targeted toward a narrow segment of the economy, nor is it offset by those 
few sectors that benefit financially from higher retail fuel prices. The nation’s 
trade deficit rises, and often a recession is close at hand." 

Third, the Agency asserts broad discretion in determining whether to grant an 
“economic harm” waiver. EPA has cited the provision providing that EPA “may” 


^73 Fed. Reg. 47171 - 47172 (emphasis added). 

'' See Jeff Sommer, Numbers That Sway Markets and Voters, N.Y. Times, Mar. 3, 2012, at BU4, available at 

http://www.nytimes.coni/20 12/03/04/your-money/'rising-gasoiine'prices-could*soon-have-economic- 
effects. html?pagewanted=ai!&j'=0. 

“’73 Fed. Reg. 47172. 

" Sitty: Gal Sitty, Bound by the Chains of Oil, Refueling Am. Blog (May 20, 201.3,9:28 .AM), 
http ://www, fuelfreedom.org/blog/bound-by-the-chatns-of-otl/. 
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waive the RFS volume requirements after finding that implementation of the RFS 
program would severely harm the economy. When Congress intends non- 
discretionary action, EPA argues, it typically employs a term like “shall.” “Thus, 
EPA believes Congress intentionally gave EPA discretion in determining whether 
to grant or deny a waiver request, even in instances where EPA finds that 
implementation of the program would severely harm the economy ... 

In formal comments to be submitted in January, SIGMA and NACS will encourage 
EPA to ground its waiver authority under both the “supply” prong as well as the 
“economic harm” prong of CAA section 21 l(o)(7)(A). 

The Necessity of Avoiding the Blend Wall 

EPA recognized that the RVOs set forth in the 2007 law bear no rational 
relationship to current market conditions. The market simply cannot absorb the 
quantity of ethanol required without administrative or regulatory changes to 
existing law. Thus, consistent with the flexibility that Congress granted the 
Agency, EPA utilized its waiver authority to avoid the blend wall and resulting 
economic harm. If finalized as proposed, it will have three salutary effects: 

First, it will achieve displacement of foreign fuel with domestic fuel without 
inflicting excessive costs on consumers. 

Second, it would relieve the burden of non-compliance from the obligated 
party community (refiners, importers, and blenders) without making those entities 
produce less and/or export more fuel, either of which would increase the price at 
the pump domestically. 

Third, it would preserve the benefits of a diverse fuel supply. 

Finally, as policy matter, EPA’s waiver authority represents the proper allocation 
of responsibility, whereby Congress established statutory volume obligations for 
renewable fuels. The task of setting appropriate annual volume obligations based 
on the market falls to experts at EPA, who are required to consult with their 
counterparts at the Departments of Agriculture and Energy. In other words, a 
waiver to avoid the blend wall is how both the RFS, and the government in 
general, is supposed to work. 


- kt 
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CONCLUSION 

SIGMA and NACS are grateful for the opportunity to provide this written 
testimony. Both associations stand ready to be of assistance to the Committee in 
its consideration of this matter, SIGMA and NACS would be happy to answer any 
questions the Committee may have regarding this statement. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ; 

Tens of thousands of people marched through the 
streets of Mexico City when the price of tortillas rose 
by 25% in late 2006. Mexico's toniiia riots were the 
first to make international headlines as a gtobai food 
crisis unfolded in 2007-8. The global crisis ultimately 
pushed 100 million people into extreme poverty and 
elevated global food security onto the agenda of 
world leaders. Now with high prices again In the 
news, on the eve of tne G20 summit in Mexico, are 
world leaders firiaiK rone'., ro tn.'C the steps neces- 
sary to tame ns>''’g gln.bPi fi>oc -ncc-s? 

There is widespread aoiearnerH antong experts that 
the recent surge in biofuels production has 
been an important contributor to the rise in global 
food prices over the last si.x years. When staple food 
crops are diverted to produce fuel, prices rise. These 
rising prices have in turn hit import-dependent devel- 
oping, countries hard. 

In this report, ActionAid looks more closely at one 
import-dependent country — Mexico — and one crop 
— corn — to gauge the extent of those impacts. The 
Increase in corn ethanol production in the US has 
contributsd to rising corn prices in several ways. Not 
only do prices rise when food and feod crops an? 
diverted for use a.s fuel, but they also increase as 
land is diverted from other crops lo biofuel crops, and 
as Inventories decline. As global corn prices nse. so 
too do the prices for Mexico’s Imporls and for its own 
corn production. 

•We find that rising corn ©thanoi production in the 
United States, fueled by a deadly cocktail of subsi- 
dies, mandates, and rising oil prices, has increased 
Mexico’s food import bill. In turn, this has pushed up 
prices for staple foods h'ke tortillas, and increased 
hunger in Mexico. Speci'icaily. wh found ihul; 

® Since 2005, US ethanol expansiors cost Mexico 
between Si .5 - S3.2 billion' in higher corn import 
prices — or on average betv/een S250-S500 
million per year. I'his represents 10-20 times the. 
amount Mexico spends annually on its Susiainabie 


I Modernization of Traditional Agriculture (MasAgro) 
j Siipport program for small maize and wheat 

farmers, v./hich the Mexican government highlights 
as the country's path toward reducing import 
dependence.’ 

The rise of Mexico's import dependency, in large part 
. due-tO the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(WAFTA), has left the country vulnerable to rising US 
?corn prices. Since 1990; 

j S Mexico’s agricultural trade balance swung from a 
!. small surplus to a'$2.5 billion deficit in 2011; 

! M- Mexico’s import bill from the United States soared 
J ffpiTi S2.6 billion to $18.4 billion in 2011; and 
B, Mexico’s imports of corn went from 7% to 34% in 
recent yeai's. 

The rising price' of US corn combined with the 
increase in Mexico's corn imports has directly 
impacted Mexican consumers. The price spikes of 
2007-2008 hit Mexicans hard, in part because corn 
tortillas remain the most important staple food in 
Mexico, particularly for people living in poverty, 
accounting for an estituated 40% of the calories con- 
; sumed ih the country." Between 2005 and 2011: 

j 

I ^ tortilla prices increased by 69%: and 
I ® the cost of the basic food basket that a Mexican 
1 family consumes increased by 53%. 
j Rising corn prices, attributable in part to the increase 
! in US corn ethanol production, are. fueling hunger in 
I Mexico. In 2011, 56% of Mexicans suffwed some 

• period of food insecurity, and five millfoh chilcireri:are 
j going hungry.^ 

! In 201 1 . G20 leaders commissioned a report to 
! review the key drivers of food price volatility, and the 
j ten international organizations'^ that authored the 

• study kJentined biofuels as a key driver — and urged 
I G20 countries lo eliminate artificial incentives that 

I encourage biofuels production. The G20 chose to 
ignore its own report. 

With the 2012 Los Gabos summit approaching, the 
Government of Mexico is in a position to move the 
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world beyond sst 3f(’ io.vardn action on 
biofuels. Me>icc .i*- k ^ceiK.rt oai>a study cf no'w 
rich countn,' bivfiss^ls r 't-.c to jissrig food pHces 
and import costs. As - .hu. oi Vac G20, me Mexican 
government can takt, the iv^.d »n putting an end to 
the biofueling policies of hunger once and tor .all. 

As this report shov/s. US biofuels policies are costirrg 
Mexico dearly, just as siniiia^ policies by other G20 
members are affecting the world. Mexico, should use 
its position as chair of the GAO to put blotuels policy 
on the table in Los Gabos. 

We are calling on the G20 nternber couhtfies' to; 

® Remove artificial incentives that promote btotuets 
expansion in order to protect food security and 
reduce food — fuel competition over land 
resources. 

^ Address import-dependency that leaves countries 
vulnerable to food price volatility by investing in 
srrrall'Scate producers, especially women, and in 
sustainable, agro-ecofogicai farming methods to 
cultivate staple crops for irvternai consumption. 

Mexico should lead, this couversahon in G20 and 
model this approach by rnaKrnq the foilbwing commit- 
ments in. its own pohdes. vVu erfcourege Mexico lor 

M Invest significantly more in smalPscal© aariculture,. 
with an emphasis on agro-ecolog.ical models and 
women producers, in order to reduce import 
dependency, protect food .security and promoto 
economic development in local communities. 

H. Demand of its principal trading partners that they 
adopt biofuels policies that do not increase the 
cost of basic, staple foods. 

® Maintain strong biofuels regtilation that prohibits 
the use of corn for fuel ana er^hancea biofiieis 
policies by prohibiting latvl use- changes from 
food crops to the production of fuel crops. 

Tits US can also be a modei. for a better balatice 
betvreer? food and fuel policy. The US has already 
abandoned the biggest ethanol si.-bsidy and tariff, but 
ca.n take the next step by removing volume targets 
for corn ethanol and reve'-s;ng ihe decision to blend 
greater amounts o: f-ri'-anol vvfU' gas. 


, INTRODUCTION | 

i The 2008 global, food ensis which pushed 100 mIHion 
people into exifente poverty and sparked riots in over 
30 countries around the world v«‘as followed all too 
quickly by another round of rising global food prices 
in 2010-2011. In late 2010, an additional 44 million 
people dropped belovv the extreme poverty line. In 
2011 the deadly combination of drought, bad gover- 
nance, and high food prices gave rise to a famine in 
! the Horn of Africa, and most recently low yields and 
j high food' prices have sparked the 201 2 food crisis In 
1 the Sahel regton of West Africa. 

I 

j TTi^-e are many causes of increased global food 
i. prices and volatility in agricuiturai commodity 
markets. In the latest round of food price volatility, 
climate chetnge, structural changes in commodities 
markets, food and energy speculation, and longer 

• temi trends on both sides of the food suppiy/demand 

• equation are driving prices up. On the demand side 

’ the causes are population growth, rising incomes and 
; afffuer’.ce. changing diets, and the increasing use of 
’ grain for biofuels to supply motor vehicles. On the 
] supply side: soil erosion (exacerbated by climate 
] change), aquifer depletion, loss of cropland to non- 
I farm uses, piateauing crop yields and the growing 
: impacts of climate Change are all squeezing supplies, 
while steadily rising oil prices have increased 
production, storage and transport costs. A weak 
dollar, ultra-loose monetary policies, and an explosion 
of speculative activity on food cominodity futures 
markets are also likely amplifying price movements.' 

I The interaction of these various factors has 
I compounded the problem and pushed prices up. 

I but there are three factom that rise to the top of the 

i 

j food-price challenge. 
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Climate Change 

Extreme and unusual weather in Key exporting 
countries and reoions has lea to crop failures and 
pioductior- shivtfa 's anj dc / ''modes this year, which 
have fcstn 't(v: ir.i , ar d drivmn un '^lobci c'^ces. 
Sciert.s*? t>rj- ‘--to ' ■''•.■c-sihj. escru?*?: tnat cbDal 
A'j'm s ,v r ' ’’'c u'm crop 

voids, '.V t! 'crm’ < rno': . ••> !!m'Cu’'.r tnal sSsO.ou’ cc-m 

lesoecuvpl. b-avec', ^ jBj .tnd d038.' It is e'^tu'-atco 
not clinvit? ch«» pe adtjs upp--.>M nateiy Q'/' ’u the 
cost of vvnsat and corn. 

Excessive Commodity Spociilation 

Excessive speculation on food commodi'tv markets 
is believed to have P’n-. >-0 c 's 'm ' < an’ ro'e” in 
increasing foorl pnc'’'*^ v m r>i ic'^' 'O u* H / curing the 
2007/8 fooo nnee ' r t- t .‘\ su-’ o s on of 

commodities at fA’) in 0< lO ?u10 

conduced that speculation was one of ihe ^'main 
factors" behind the recent escalation in food prices." 

The deregulation of cominodity markets in the US 
allowed a rapid influx of such large sums of money '• 
ifito these relatively small markets, which ‘'accelerated 
and amplified price movements” 'n food commodity 
markets between 2002 and 2008, according to 
UNCTAD. ■' Holdirtgs ir. ccmnuidilv indices jumped 
remarkably from S1 3 biliicin in 2003 to $400 biilion in 
201 1 and Barclays Cnr>ita» ost^rnates that $60 billion 
was injected into cornmodirius luncis aione 'n 2010 — 
with much being place-ci t>y sr/UvVuin'uvn •Tnomentum 
inveslora'' *. 

Global Demand for Blofiiols 

The third factor is the stronger global demand for 
biofuels. U is thi-s factor or^ which this report focuses. 
The food-versufi-ftiei debate has gained particular 
urgency in recent years and the diversion of a large 
and increasing share of US corn to ethanol production 
has drawn panicular attention, and deservedly so. 
Unlike most other biofuel crops, corn is one of the key 
staple food crops in the world, the primaiy source of 
calories and nutrients lor nearly one billion people 
worldwide, Corn is also one of the most widely used 
feed crops fo" anirrials. ?'0 avai^aoility and price 


I have direct impacts on the price of dairy products, 
eggs, and meat. The United States is at once the 
world's largest p.’oducer and exporter of corn, so what 
happens to US corn quickly affects prices worldwide. 

i Encouraged by a set of government policies in the last 
i decade to encoumge the production of ethanol, the 
; United States quickly became the vjorid's largest corn 
i ethanol producer v^ith ethanol elsewhere produced 
j primarily from sugarcane. More than 40% of US corn 
I is now Gonsumeti in the production of ethanol, up 
i from (ust 5% a decade earlier. This represents an 
I estimated 15% of global corn production. This rapid 
1 expansion coincided with the global food price crisis, 
i v^hich drove agricultural commodity prices to record 
I highs in 2007-8. The price spikes sparked food riots 
I and political instability in much of the developing 
■ w'Ofld. Price.s Spiked again in 2010-1 1 . While most 
! agricultural commodity prices have come down from 
I those peaks, corn prices remain stubbornly high (see 
; Figure 1). 


I FIGURE 1 

; International Maize Prices 

I (2000-2012) 



I X Jn m 

\ 

! SiXi'C I * wiffijiiiji.r-ir): 

I Few dispute the importance of biofuels expansion to 
i rising agricultural commodity prices. This occurs on a 
i number of related levels; 

i ^ The direct impact as food and feed crops are 
; diverted for use as fuel, as with corn for ethanol. 
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^ Th-J scare ''c-i-'r -esu nng rrom t^e i 

div'-'f sio‘' of ! 'll '. i i, 'cns >n‘c f'-tc " qner- 
pi’.cea Dio'uti ■;;)!' c_. .' 0 "D»^c'’ i^pd go-n^ 

mto corn wnen corn pnc-os am particalarly high, 
which tends to push up soybean prices, 

^ The related rises in prices for food crops that can 
serve as dietary substitutes, as demand for wheah 
for example, increases when rice prices Increase 
and demand goes down. 

® The rise m the value o; agrsculturai land, for biofuel' 
and foocin'eea crops, Ssofuei expansion con- 1, 

tributes to inevasr- •, j.n • k- oi tjnd. cretiting { 
both prcctiv^al and sne: ui..^-'re 'nceno^es to buy . \: 

upland, roccr’ r hnrx' giubs" in deireV ? 
oping countnec by ifSon-cr. pc ■'r qc-v»^rrum^its. 
and international tmancia’ invesiors is the most ’ 
worrisome expression of ihis trend. I 

S The strain biofuel demand places on inventories of- ' ' • J 
key food staples. As inventories decline to dangerous j 
levels, as ttiey nave in rncetd years, a!ol>a} markets | 
(and prices) arr^ mom vriino^-atjle to sudden , | 
drops in supply fe.q., drou 9 nnn key exporting . • ■ ' I 
countiv) or unexpecrod incmatses in dF3rnand'(e.gw' . I 
rising imports aft©’ a crop failure in a large importing I 
country). Wsather-relfit^d crop failures are on the | 
rise, and they are expected to increase in ftijquency i 
and severity with climate change. j 

B A rise In. specuiative l3uyinQ and selling, which : 
adds to price volatility in. tight markets. Large vol- | 
umes of financial assets have flowed Into agricul- ^ 
tural commodities markets since the financial cri- i 
sis hit in 2007, Low inventories, partly due to bio- ‘ 
fuels, make such speculaikxh inore profitablG for | 
financial invesloi's wno. gnin from short-term price ! 
movements. Tiiis adds.: to irica voiatiiity, I 

It is imposstblQ to isolate the' irnpnct of biofuels ! 

expansion on all these loveis. But a recent report from 1 
Tufts University took on o simr>ler task. Researchers 
examined the expansiort of one padicuiar biofuel — 
corn ethanol - in one oo:.;ntfv - the United States. 

~ and estimated zw. lu.'si.ltino impacis cm die prices, 
for one crop ~ coffi — nnd on the import costs for I 

one country — Mexico. I he results cer.ainly under- j 

5*ate me impacts bi.ii tho r v- eater precision gives us I 
d more reliable qauqe inm ha.s implications vveH j 

beyond corn and Mexico I 


! O^SRVIEWt ETHANOL, BIOFUELS AND FOOD PRICES 


SinCB.,2000v the United States has seen increasingly 
mpid growth in the amount of corn used to produce 
ethanol. At 13.8 billion gallons, corn ethanol use 
today is nearly nine times lyhat it v/as in 2000, while 
the share of US corn going to ethanol has risen from 
, 5% to 40% in the last twelve years (see Figure 2). 

. ThBincreases have been particularly sharp since 
2Q04r and they have coincided with recent food price 
increases. 

FIGURE 2 

Etftsnai Shars of US Corn Production 
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Ethanol expansion has been encouraged by several 
gavernrneht policies, including. a protective tariff, a 
tax credit, and a consumption mandat©. Thetariff . 
protected the domestic ethanol industry from foreign 
compefftion by Imposing: a. 30.54 tax on Imported 
ethanol from non-NAR'A countries, such as sugar- 
cane efhnnol from Bra/'il. Additionally, ethanol benefft- 
ed from a sizable tax credit, which e.xisted in some 
form for more than 30 years, and afforded blenders of 
ethanol a $0.45 tax credit, fn 201 1 , the value of this 
credit was estimated at $6 billion. On top of this, the 
industry is supported with the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (BFS). which developed originally in 2005 
and was expanded six-fold in 2007. The 2007 RFS 
mandates the consumption of an increasing amount 
of biofuel each yean culminating in 2022 with a 36 
billion gallon mandate, at least 1 5 billion gallons of 
which can be produced from cornstarch. The remain- 
ing gallons are supposed to be filled with so-called 
"advanced" biofuels, including 16 billion gallons of 


6 
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celiulosic biofuais, bu? as ina? industry continues to De 
slow to devGloo, It 8 •.!!!! kcty the- Lifted Slates 
wiii be able to fill inai nianflais bv 

Another important ooiicv ^elated to ethanol in the 
United States is 'the o'and tsrhow much ethanol, 
can legally be blended mio a gallon of gasoline. While:; 
at present the ii-nn a, 'known as E-10). tne EPA 
has approved a penl.n-i v ■ n.creasn this Unit tc 15% 
\E-155 and "as b-pu t !■- mouucsfs. maHIng it 

postiitio tha' h cn:.!a no ;-n ''ie rf> 0 ''Knt n some 
places by the sonuni.?! uf y012. Bsttause S-TS is not 
compatible with certain engines, r 1 remains umclear- . 
how much this v'hl! boost ethanol demand. Other rrilhor 
forms of support — through loan guarantees,, grants , 
and other tax credits aiso continue fo subsidize the 
industry. 

The US Congress declined to extend the tax credit , 
and tariff at the end of 201 1 . but the RFS and blending 
mandate remain, keeping a fioor beneath ethanol' 
demand. Corn ethanol expansion coiild slow in cc^nsig 
years. Most agree thtti whiip gc’-voiitrneni policies were 
key to the rapid expansion of corn otnanof m the 
United States, high oi! pdcps how make elharjol a 
competitive substitute f or. gasoline. Sut the RFS may - 
well stimulate contirbied corn ethanai e.xpansion, as 
would n'loves tovyarcl a 13% blending wall. 

Many researchers have attempted to estimate the 
im.pact of biofuels expansion on recer:!! inoreases in' 
food prices, and soi>'c i . vr. ip.nkcd specifically at US 
Qxpanstan of cdi'n-ba-ic'd cthonoi A recenr repnil 
pubHs.hed by the Nat'O lai -V (•-♦er^-vv of Sciences- 
synthesizes the conclusions oi eidvan studies that' 
examined .the 2007 food price spikes, finding a rang,© 
of 20-40% percent increase in commodity prices as 
a result of biofuels expansion internationally. " 

This seems a good chamclerization of the literature. 
Including studies that incorporate data from rno.'-c- 
recent years. For ©.xample, researchei's at Purdue 
University in twc d^tfemr.' sts-d-A^ estimated high price, 
impacts from UU elriu 1 .. '•>: *«-' vindeKpansion. 
accounting tor IS i y' > , ■ '■{-.tt.?-!' rvMhe lame 

price increase - .5 ”-> 1 '. < • - / >.,'>-.jng impactT''nce.'^' 

In temrs of impjch, Of a 2009 study 

attributed 22 pe ceotagk i > . >’ Oie ^DOS-'i.phce 
.ncreases to US etner III r tv sou ’ 

Much of the large in ttie e-,ti'-nates ffeiates to the 
assumed eiasticities, tne price nesponsiveness to 


changes in supply and demand. Lower elasticities 
lead to,,hsgher estimated impacts, as small changes 
produce laige price swings, common for many food 
crops. For exampie, researchers used relatively high 
elasticities to estimate that corn prices in 2007 would 
have been 12% lower without added demand from 
corn othanol, but with low^er elasticities the price 
impacts could have been 25-30%.''''^ 

Bidfiiels.are projected to continue expanding globally, 
isid so are high food prices. One. projection, for 
.exompte. suggests that corn ethanol trends will push 
cbm prices 12% higher in 2017,’'’ while another 
.. estimates that with continued biofuel expansion the 
.export price of corn will be 18% higher in 2020 than 
it v>ould have been without added biofuels demand."’ 


I MEXICO; A CASE STUDY 1 

The Rising Cost of Import Dependence 

Mexico' serves as a useful case study of the costs of 
rising import dependence in today’s high-priced food 
environment. And because one of Mexico’s most 
important food imports is corn, Mexico also offers an 
opportunity to examine the v^rays in which US ethanol 
expansion contributes to higher food imports. Mexico 
now imports more than one-third of Its com, over- 
, whsimingly from the United States, under the trade, 
liberalization negotiated as pari of the North American 
Free Trade Agmerhent (NAFTA). Since 1994. when, the 
agreement took effect and ti'ade protections began to 
be removed, corn, other basic grains, and meats have 
flowed south from the United States. Meanwhile. 
Mexico has expanded its e.xports of fruits and vegeta- 
bles to its northern neighbor. With the imptementation 
of NAFTA and other complementary economic refonris, 
Mexico’s dependence on corn imports has grown from 
7% In the earh' 1990s to 34%) in recent years.** 

Corn Is not the only agricultural product that has seen 
significant increases in import dependence. Import 
dependence in five key crops and three meats grew 
dramaticatJy with the nriplementation of NAFTA (see 
Figure 3). 

When NAFTA was negotiated, corn and most other 
agncultural commodities were relatively cheap. In fact. 
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agricultural commodity prices generally were mired in 
a decades-!ong slump, which ended only recently with 
rising prices In the mki-20Q0s, followed. by sharp 
spikes in 2006-7 and 20*0-1 1 . Before then, importing 
corn was a reiativefy inexpensive pdlicy option. 


FIGURE 3 

Mexioc: Rising Import Dfjpondnp.cv 
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Rising prices changed ai! that. Mexico’s food import | 
bill }ust from the United States was S2.6 biilion in I 
1 990', grew to SB. 4 .billion in 2000, and by 201 1 had | 

jumped to a recorci $1 8.4 billion, Even with ttie repid j 

increases In Mexico's agricultural exports to *ho ! 

United States, the count.n''s agricuttural trade balance 
worsened, going from a small surplus In 1S9D to a j 
deficiti.of St.3 billion in 2000. a disastrous S4.6 billion | 
in the food-spike year of 2008. and is still at S2.5 ! 

billton in :2Q1 1 . The co.sts oi corn import-s account for ' 
d rising share of Mexico’s agricultural trade deiicii, j 

reaching S2.6 bfllion in .2011. In the te-st rwo years, : 

Mexico’s com in toon c\ *»*c J tco- *he entire 

ag.riGultural truvfr u i “ ‘U- u . u' 4 , U iqcr 
NAFTA, the -’m' ' i'aa 'V‘>ed. ! 

dranratically, anu njw' %< i ,.j ! y- jnri pnee. { 

i 

The first price spikes hit Mexicans hard, in part- ; 

because corn tortillas remain the most important 
staple in the Mexican diet, padicuiarly for the poor. 
Though tortillas are mads mostly from Mexican-grown 
white com and imports are overwhelmingly yellow 
corn for animal *eed and processed foods, rising inter- 
national prices transmit to ihe Mexican corn mai1<et 
Dfecause white and yel!o\v corn can be substituted in | 
some uses. Wnen 'wiponed veilcvv enre becomes 1 


expsfjsive. for axample, livestock producers will feed 
domestically grown white corn to their animats. While 
them is usually a small price premium for white corn in 
the Mexican market, prices tend to move in tandem, 

FIGURE 4 

Mexioos Defining Agriculture S Com Trade Balance |19S3-2011) 





Tortilla prices sofkod in 2007 during a wave of panic 
tetying, producing widespread protests in Mexico, 
these led to government-imposed price controls, 
which were only partially effective. In nominal terms, 
the price of tortillas rose 69% from 2005-2011 (See 
Figure 5.) 

WhHe many farmers saw higher prices, a welcome 
change from the low prices they had received since 
NAinTX. the impacts on food .security were significant. 
According to Mexican government sources, frqm 
2006-201 Q. the poverty rate increased from 43% to 
49% while the measure of extreme poverty jumped 
from 14% to 20%. The same, agency estimated that 
56% of Mexicans suffered some period of food 
Insecurity in 2011, with 1 1% of the population 
reporting severe food insecurity.^' 

FIGURE 5 

Mexican TorliSte Pries Index (2005-2011) 
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Estimating the Cost to Mexico of US Ethanol Expansion 

What share of Mexico's rising corn^import bill isih'O 
result of US ethanol expansion? As noted earlier, 
estimates of biofueis' contribution' to. recent price 
increases vaf>' considerably. In general, they fall in 
a range of 20-40%, as the National Academy of 
Sciences concluded in its sun.'ey. The literature 
suggests that US ethanol is orobably the most 
significant contributor among global biofuels. 

To estimate the US ethanol iiTspacts on corn prices, 
and their subsequent impacts on Mexico's corn 
import bill, we rely on iC-cenl results from a recent 
Tufts Unwei'siU' ui na S--;ce Bahcocl<‘s 
‘■backcas'jng" modv.i i ccv-urc muhipfe years 
^through crop-year 2009-'’ 0). n .-'xruTiines US corh 
ei-hano* m porncuT I a-' •'shi-Mtcs roco impacis; 
no: ;us{ oi US etht uo! n' * , r s pj: e-*pa-a'cly the 
iinoac\s Of US em tnr -vn.^i'eion sf-ce 2004. ' 

As the table shows H ^ ch fs est’mates that US cbm " 
prices would have i ew iov’ • t if ethanci had net 
expanded, with the price impacts growsng frorn'2.b%. 
in 2005-6 to 20.9% by 2009-10. The two biggest 
jumps were in 2006-7 and 2QG8-9. These percentages 
are generally consisteni v;ith the rising share of US 
corn going to ethanol, "flifts researchers used 
Babcock's estimates to extrapolate an additional year 
based on the assumption that the price impact varies 
in proportion to the .share of com going to ethanol. 

(The price estimate lor 201 0- n is conservative 
because the share of com to ethanol grow .slightly in 
2010-11. but the price impao-t is kepi constant at 
21 %/') 


j The researchers caicuiated how much lower the 
-j average price Would have been for each crop year if 
I ethanol expansion had stopped at 2004 levels, then 
multiplfbd 'the savings per metric ton by the volume 
. of Mexico's imports for each year. As rtoted earlier, 

- during this period prices were rising and Mexico's 
. corn imports ware high, in part due to the full 
implementation of NAFTA at the beginning of 2008."'^ 

The results In the bottom line of the table show that 
. US ethane} expansion since 2005 cost Mexico about 
1 $1,3 billion In higher import bills. If we include 
i preliminary estimates for the first six months of 
[■ Gipp-year 2011-12 (September 2011-February 2012), 

? .assuming the same ethanol price impact (21%) as in 
; the previous two years, we would add another $254 
j, nifllron.tQ this figure, as corn prices remained high and 
; Kiexfco's import nec-ds were large due to crop failures 
! in parts of, the countiy. This would bring the total 
• six-and-a-haff-year cost of US ethanol expansion 
} to Mexico to SI .5 billion, 

I', tufts researchers note ihat this estimate is likely to 
i; understate the cost, for a variety of reasons. First, 

I Babcock’s estimates of price impacts are on the low 
I end of the 20-40% range suggested in the literature. 

I And his estimates rise to the level of 21 % only in 
I 2009*10. while many researchers estimate 20-40% 

I impacts starting as early as 2007-8. Because most of 
; these estimates are for biofuels’ contribution to food 
I prices generally, one. would expect estim.ates 0.1 the 
I expansion of corn- ethanol on corn prices, to be among 
: the larger of biofuel impacts. 


Costs of (i.S, Etharso! £; 

'pansion in Mexican Ce.'n imports, 2005-11 



2DG5-6 

2006-7 

2007-3 

200a-9 

2009-10 

2010-11 Total 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 

(6) 

Average price (S/bushel) 

2.00 

3.04 

4.20 

4.06 

3.60 

5.18 

Price w/o ethanol expansion (S/bushe}) 

1.95 

2.64 

3.76 

3.30 

2.84 

4.10 

Difference (percem) 

-2.5 

-13.3 

-10.G 

-18.7 

-20.9 

'20.9 

Difference (S/bushel) 

0.06 

0.40 

0.44 

0.76 

0.76 

1.08 

Difference {SAiietric toti).; 

2,0 

15.7 

17.3 

29.S 

29.9 

42.6 

Mexico: net com imports (1000 mt) 

11,654 

12,267 

3,215 

7.836 

8,314 

9.907 58,203 

Cost of US ethanol expansion ($ milljons) 

23 

193 

142 

234 

249 

422 1,264 
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Second, tho?Q f i *« ”a > >) full account ol 
the extent to ^ i *• >n 2 r.srcn conrr-ibiited, 

to price spikes ’-cu a -v' "i/'n ^fnancai sc.^ulatlon, 
madepossitie b\ nei^iin ' i ,-iventoni?s. C.-ominvemorre^, 
in padicuiai. wesc harp . by the. rapid rise In corn use 
for ethanol. 

Third Mcf^haif ana D ihrock ha'-n est ■'nated elseuTtere 
mat US b.otUf'h pof' 'na<e ^'orn '^'•a'Kc.ts more 
susceptiPie to >- ce ^ ol r^y rc-fluping the price, 
oiastc,!/ Of U 0 ”‘. ■>, for ^ ijm oasokneT' Thus, 
e'hanof p.<pan',ivor haa a i s *dl >)n?J iraimpt.effect. 
on prices no: cpofu’-o in f ur '-sfi naies makmg com 
prices mo'-e vcicaie ,n urt se-a-e of other supply 
or demand snocks. 

in fact, complex systems scientists from the New 
England Complex Systems institute have recently 
employed a very different methodology to estimate, 
the impacts of both ethanol e.xpansion and financial 
speculation on corn pric(?s. Drawing on a ptdviousiy. 
published rmodei iha^ nu ur l-e' tn.^ contribution of 
those two factors to \.v{.i pnce movement in: 

the la.st. six years.. ,< • n ‘'s • cnjnd the mooei-.tO'. 

corn price movprno uj ^ 5‘'«r »' j aci-.-.cn impnitHig: 
countries' costa.. For Mexico they esijmats that 
from 2003-4 to ?010«'i1 US eihano! expansion cost 
Mexico about S3.2 billion, whi!o financial speculation 
added another S'l .4 billion to thd country’s seven- 
year corn import bill. They esiimate that US ethanol 
expansion, raised prices a.nd import costa 27% for the 
entire period, consistent with the range -of esti.rnates in 
the literature. Financial speculation added another 
1:3.%, with the largest share coming in. 2007-8 when, 
acedrding to their modeling, f.i.nanc}&l speculation alone 
increased prices and imp^ori cosis py:80%.' ' 

Food Price Implications 

The most direct impact of higher coriv.prices is in 
higher tortiiia prices. If ethanol expansion in fecerit- 
years added 20% t. 'h« cw.. of corn, tnai would add 
about 14% to the co^it of lortlias.' ' The av'erage 
Mexican household sp r'os V7% of its >ncomeon 
food: for poor families fcoct can use up half their 
incomes.''' Accordinq to some esiimarss. the recent 
food pnee tnereases orioucvsjfv .'’educed poor Mexican 
household's food Oi:aav;t,s by ' so the food 


i security Nnpacts, just through the corn-tortilla chain, 
i are large. 

I Corn is also, an important input in other foods, most 
! no^bly meats rind dairv' products. Mexico's growing 
I Industrial livestock industry, padicuiariy for pork and 
1 chickens. rely on (mostly imported) com for feed. Rising 
i feed costs have contributed to rising prices for all 
i animal products. Meat and dairy prices in Mexico rose 
j 35% from 2005 to June 201 1 (the latest data available, 
j see Figure 6), 

i R6UftE6 

i P4exican Msaf and Dairy Price Index 
1 {2005-2011) 





i Overall. Mexico's “basic, food basket" saw increases 
of 53% from 2005-2012 (March), contributing to rising 
levels of poverty. This hits the poor, especially, worrien 
and children, particularly hard- According to govern- 
ment estimates, five million children in Mexico suffer 
! trom hunger.’® 

I Unlike many irnpoit-depsndent developing countries, 

: Mexico still grows a lot of corn, so some members of 
■ society benoflted from higher prices. Mexican corn, 

I farmers saw gains from higher prices and from 
j etnanol’s contribution to those prices. This reversed a 
I long period of low prices. Efsewiiere Wise estimated 
\ that from 1997-2005, when corn prices were generaily 
f low and when the United Stales exported corn on 
I average at 19% below its costs of production, US 
I ^agricultural dumpirsg" cost Mexican producers $6,5 
' billion. 



472 


For import-dependent countries that no longer gro\y 
much of their own food, biotuei-inducscf:priceirfCreases 
are simply a large net ioss to society, strafnirig 
government trade balances, using scarce hard 
Guirency, raising food sxicss for consumei^. and 
driving up the cost o: govenimerst-safety. net programs. 

“he pol'c\ c' ; s -'i.-hei '-'00 no* low 

orices, but rat.ht-' mrt: vor uncuS ‘ -at e.m 

remuneraave ?oi rV,i;u'*.c siHi uhc-dabte fo'' 
consumers. US •-•tr’an- has fOx oonthbuted 

to achieving that goal, funlina sigruticant Ntcreases in 
prices and contributing 10 greater price volatility. 



■wnprrtjrir/rir^j; 


f was born in the Agwi Pn;i ik frirf- ;n;n;83!^ in a'iw'.ihii/a; 

I co/ne trom a fa/rwiv ^'s iYir^inauv t{o*'r Ww, ws . 

StiR {iv,& fisr*?J jownt-l 'h<y p.Vj 4 .r.n! ■-c.s W.M ft.? np-i9S(K', I v< 3 s' 
25 years oW. Wt# r,!ri;gi;,j{Ki '5 {.^s bvHer prr:;gs ^br corn ano.fcesns. In irry 
cotr,miir5ity, vrs vvero Also ^triKiyS'itg to sr^e a tana tei’;un> prat^em. 

We could tdf trw)! tiic Uorlh Afrtencs.r' Fret Agreo-nwim was 

yfanfl to harm '.iniall'SHtalsJ stnisoni?! fitcin produce's ano ncsw wis can s».e 

that It cfed ivtn tiionx ii ittir. tvvor/t(t«-,d tr;a: wa's Amaif-soair,: snialt-scaie 
mirrcftyants. smaff .•ronif: iriUosirv. and eveti thos'? 0Darf4>ixi scale, 

svcft as mod.uni-MVW (rtiriat'or- 'a'liters and ofot^r stic-ons !!k?> dsi>%< 
pn,wuc£.m>ui£ij-pfc'3. 

WttI' rJAfTA C0iTip(<jt>4v i.rtwiiiid ui; Wf «<?<? 'fiat ’fti» stnipaK* rsa bo^.'l 
ir.st. Sbl!, we clan t qjvc up, ?'.’i.)v.’ •'/" a-- MafiSir;^ !d »'’Stoci sl? agains* 

'fte lil^nr Oi pp;n nj .'"C ruo- l >,.» . =*! <r.; r. .>f, ryioofgo .jhgj,n.-3.^S 

In 'hL iJ .d- WJ3; j;_ 


j GONCLOSIDN: BIOFUELS EXPANSION 
I GONraiBUTES TO FOOD mSECURITY IN NiEXiCO 


There is- wide$pread agreement that blofueis 
expansion, v/i^ its direct diversion of food and feed 
crops and .its Indirect impact through competition for 
land and other food-producing resources, has been 
an rmportani cohthbutor to the rise in food prices over 
.the last six years. Most researchers agree that the 
expansion of US corn ethanol has had partipuiariy 
strong impacts, This has a deleterious impact on 
import-dependent deveioping countries. Here we 
have looked at one import-dependent country and 
one crop to gauge the extent of those impacts. 

By any standard, Si. 5-3.2 billion — $250-$500 million 
per year — in added com import costs for a country 
such as Mexico is significant. U represents 10-20 
times rh© amount Mexico sr.>ends annually on its 
MasAgro support prograni for small maize and wheat 
fanTiefs, Mexico spends about $1.3 billion a year on 
its entire agricultural income support program. 
PROCAMPC.'- 

Ethanol-related price increases have negative impacts 
on consumers, particularly food-insecure consumers 
who are not farming and so do not see any gain from 
higher corn prices. Corn accounts for roughly 6.0% 
of the final cost of tortillas, Mexico's staple., so a'20% 
increase in com prices from, ethanol, transmitted to 
the .Mexican market for wh.itQ corn .contributes to 
food insecurity. 


cor--; s-to tic;t iis pasiswd, and iravio was opftt>«cl cfp, M'ese 

crops Aii-tiosi «t/iirfeter/ ..Mto5dori«?c! becaii-^s. of the low prices 

«‘iiar! ■j-.Trtaa f i-o.iucf.c by ffriijattoi-. fRrrri;!i(:) of f5y!?i1<3.(;orrt, Goinpetmon 
frpr*' oirto. v<>fn ifw Ui-'»!ec: Siatos Jtos also inKijervceC this situation. 
Now-aliWvtP/itoticw'-s.arc* Iwusrng.i^tai'sy qn Oftls for foOder anrt limicck 
ioaivss .tor ass. h St?corid»y. activUy, since ws have extensive summer 

pasrcfes. hto sitwH'OA has . changed a lot o.ver these 26 years, Md the fact 
is fiW Terming c(?f« . and Iwiwrsi anyinore is an assault .on dcir food 

soverebmy and toa: -sf the enta-s cfxjmry, 

beans are being pi-oduced in just a few regions, where the soil (3 
good fer tog-uir.es. Ami cnclk'j corn varieties pte stiif grown in cert^n 
?ruiwipa&i*es such as Gome?. Fadas, Madera, and Zaragoza. 

Ao^ fmi'n changing tfva tvDO of oroduettexv artorhor consequence of the 
■ irade opejflng .m my mfjton, afio si CAfhuahua in gsnerai. is mass migration. 
Th^ an? ejicos, n-mt c-u-'-muftties, where. 5Q% of me rssiclcjnis are gone 
You cat sas !t h-. jIjs otinsu-ses. N'any 5;v.noQis nevo snut down and acane 
VC -nq .>«triehav« gottan -e .-tH.-wj ir .if .y hJifick.ng b?da.,SB Pereae no 
o,-;p,atv.nj!tes tor thes-m. Ab ft; tms -s Cirnti .riu-lmg lo ina cufisnt usacufitv 

! am 3 bign school graduatrr ( uo-'k as 3 terirnciar, m ihe snea of 
hVitsKX-k. l nave jhr*^ daoqnftK-s agts 2h, 2il and 16, and a son who is 1 1. 
Wa n?» fu.mf farrma-s. tWr do no: inreni fn ic-av* oer r;omm:*'-i'v 





REGOMf^fcHDA* 


VV:th tne Lc ij sv }' su'ir.! uoorosvhin'^. 

*'1<5’Cico 15 bc!P .1 ' PI rat..- sti;Gv how 
biofuels copitioiit*^:! to xk-h 1 prices — and it js 
ifi a Kt,y role, as chair or the G20. to lead the effort to 
put an end id the d ouji-lipq of hunger onee and for all, 
The Mexican government, as the current chair of the 
G20, has identified fOvOd security and food price 
volatility among ihe key issue.5 it plans to address 
at th.s year s su rmit Su" it has yet to propose any 
act'on to address rcio of biofuels th contributing 
to ns'pg toed prc.es Ab '■ni' 'epoT shows, biofuels 
polices bv the IJb "i" r "’'■g Mexico cinady just as 
simila'' pclic'e'' by r-' c--- ) .r'.'S"? erj aheciind 

the vvodo ri'C ' !- -j pusr: r.‘ w-.S ri'pir 

to pj*- b-chjoh .'clicv on me ■abin ‘U Los Cnbos., 


To the 620: 

G20 member states hold a special responsibility to 
take coordinated action on issues of food security: 
they possess the majority of global food reserves 
and resources, thc-y host the largest commodity 
exchanges in the lA'arid and iheir agricultural policies 
play a dominant role in food price formation, 

ActlonAld calls ofi the G2D loaders to: 

^ Urge member countries to oiiininate targets, 
mandates and ffnanciaf incentives that encourage 
the expansion of unsustainable industrial biofuels 
production; This mconimendation is. consistent 
with the conclusions of the report often 
international organizations commissioneki by 
the G20 in 2011. 

— Member counlnes should ensure that all 
biofuels, whether domestically prcduced of 
imported, meet strict social and environmeh'tal, 
sustainability ci'itei'ia ihat ensures that thctr 
production and consumphofi does nor 
compromise food,. Irind and workers rights 
and that they roauli )(> lower nei greenhouse- 
gas emiss.ions than fossil fuels when 
considering tliu ti;!i iife-cyc'u of the agrotuei 
production process. 


Gael 

Chiapas, i^axk 


Commit to adopt regulations consistent with 
each other that strengthen markets* regulation 
and trarrsparency in order to address food price 
vofatrfity and discourage traders from changing 
their base of operations in order to evade stricter 
ailss. G20 cou.ntries .should consider mechanisms 


to tame speculation such as: 


~ Regulating food commodity derivatives and 
imposing ‘position’ limits -- the quantity, or 
proportion of the total market in any one 
commodity - controlled by any individual 
investor or group at a given time in ail markets 

— Limiting the volume of trades or size of 
investment by large institutional investors, 
especially “index funds” (pension funds, 
endowments, etc.), 

— Standardising and guaranteeing all transactions 
by mutual agreement including, “over the 
counter (OTC) trading through their 
registration, and supervision by market 
regulatory authorities. 

Urge member countries and donor nations to 
invest in small-scale producers as a means to 
decrease import-dependency and enhance 
food security. 

— .At the global level, this inve.stment should be 
through public sector window.? like the Global 
.Agricuituro and Food Security Program 
(GAF'SP). 

— At the national level, these investments should 
prioritize small-scale producers, especially 
women, and agro-ecoiogicai models of produc- 
tion m order to help farmers both adapt to and 
mitigate the impact of climate change. 
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To the Government of rvtexico; 


To the Government of the United States: 


in order to safeguard ide fight to food )n Me.xIcO; the 
Mexican governmeni should; 


Demand of its principal trading partners that they 
adopt biofuels Dolicies that do not increase the 
cost of basic stanio foods. iJS corn ethanol 
pol.cies hC'. r; • j--- On -Mexican 


cnnss.'in.e'? !'n’h r l'“■!v.r^s nrd *ny raising 
the pfr-A? o' c- .■■i-,'-.- d.-.-nrJ -rarKets. 


Maintain Mexican aiciuoi policy so ban the use 
of corn to make ethaiioi, and ensure more broadly 
that land resources are not converted lo fuel 
production. MexiCvO should also continue to 


support robust guidelines to ensure that any 
imported or domestically produced biofuels, 
meet strict social and environmental sustainability 
criteria. 

Invest in smaii-scaie ag.dcuHure, with nn 


emphasis on aveo r uolt i •! odets and women 
producers> in o« i * v't i i c i uport dependonoyi . 
protect food seci r''y . i u i onicte econ.gmiC 
development in Ion rl nu "X es. 


This Investment inust include the devetopnvent 
of infrastructure, c!cce.ss to credit arid extension- 
services. 


— Access to land, water artd energy is. also cfitdal 
to ensure prc'ductiviry. 


in order to calm food pnee volatility, and build a better 
balance between food and energy policies, the United 
States should: 

^ Reform the Renewable Fuels Standard to ensure 
that it does not continue to drive the expansion 
of corn ethanol or any other food-based fuel. 

— Ultimately, policy makers should remove volume 
or blending targets of food based fuels to 
ensure that biofuels policies do not continue to 
promote food and fuel competition for land and 
other resources. 


— At minimum, policy makers should support 
legislation that increases the flexibility of the 
biofuels mandate, lowering the artificial demand 
for food based fuels in times of tight supply. 

Put any efferts to expand the amount of ethanol 
blended in gasoline from E-10-E-15 on bold until 
an assessment is made on the impact of a new 
artifictal demand for a food-based fuel on global 
and local food prices, land use and the 
environment. 

^ Work to implement the Dodd-Frank Act to curb 
excessive commodity speculation and fully fund 
tfiQ Cornmoditios Futures Trading Commission In 
order to ensure the full implementation of the 
legislation. 


— Support farmer-to-farmer Tdohrioiogy and 
knov^ledga shari!''g in .order to help bler>d the 
best traditional knowledge and innovation with 
new technoiogies to boost productivity while 
safeguarding nature! resources and biodiversity. 
Build transparently governed public strategic 
buffer stocks of corn, procured from local 
producer.^ in order tt; stabilise corn prices in 
times of vofatility. 
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October 2013 



Committee on World Food 
Security 


Fortieth Session 
Rome, Italy, 7-11 October 2013 
REPORT 


I. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS 

1 . The Committee on World Food Security (CFS) held its Fortieth Session from 7 to ! I October 
2013 ai FAO Headquarters in Rome, The Session was attended by delegates from I2I Members of the 
Committee; 14 non-Member States of the Committee and by representatives from: 

• \ 1 United Nations Agencies and Bodies; 

• 95 Civil society orgaiiizaiions'; 

• 1 International agricuitural research organization; 

• 2 International and regional financial institutions; 

• 47 Private sector associations and private pliilantltropic foundations’; and, 

• 26 observers 

2. 25 Ministers and 12 Vice Ministers registered. The full list of Members, Participants and 
Observers is available as document CFS 20l3/40/inf.4 ('http://mvvv.fao.ora/bodies.'cfs/cfs4Q/enA . 

3. The report contains the following annexes: Appendix A - Agenda of the Session; Appendix B 
- Membership of the Committee; Appendix C - List of documents; Appendix D - Extracts from 
docurnent Cl'S 20 1 3/40/ 10 Rev.) “Proposed Amendments to the CP'S Rules of Procedure and to Rule 
XXXni of the General Rules of the Organization". 

4. The Committee was infonned (hat the European Union (EU) was participating in accordance 
with paragraphs 8 and 9 of Article 11 of the FAO Constitution. 

5. The Session was opened by the Chairperson of the Committee, Mr Yaya Olaniran of Nigeria. 

6. The Committee adopted the Provisional Agenda and Timetable. 


‘ Civil Saciciy'.s participation was facili(aled by the International Food Security and Nutrition Civil Society 
Mechanism (CSM). This figure include.^ 74 CSOs under the umbrella of the CSM. 

^ This figure includes 44 companies under the umbrella of the Private Sector Mechanism (PSM). 

This document can he accessed using (he Quick Response Code on this page: 
a I'AO initiative to minimise its environmental impact and promote greener communications. 

Other documents can he comulted at ymni/./ao. org 

ni1744e 
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7, The Committee appointed a Drafting Committee composed of Afghanistan, Algeria, Austria, 
Brazil, Canada, Cote d’Ivoire, Dominican Republic, India, Lithuania ( Presidency of the Council of 
the European Union), New Zealand, Republic of Korea, Sudan, Switzerland, under the Chairmanship 
of Mr Lupifio Laztiro (Philippines). 

S. Some countries indicated that due to the late availability of documents in some of the official 
languages of the United Nations, especially those relative to the roundtables, they had not been able to 
take part in the discussions in said roundtables. 

9. The Committee agreed on the overarching need to receive session documents in all United 
Nations official languages in a timely manner to enable their review by all delegations and urged all 
responsible for their preparation to ensure that deadlines are duly met. 


II. SETTING THE STAGE FOR CFS 40 

10. Opening statements \vere delivered by Mr Jose Graziano da Silva, Director-General, Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO); Mr Kanayo F. Nwanze, President, 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD); Ms Ertharin Cousin, Executive Director, the 
United Nations World Food Programme (WFP); Mr David Nabarro. Special Representative of the UN 
Secretary'-Generai on Food Security and Nutrition (on behalf of the UN Secretary-General); Prof. M.S. 
Swaniinathan, Chaiiperson of the Steering Committee of the High Level Panel of Experts on Food 
Security and Nutrition (HLPE). The statements are available as CFS information documents at 
hltp://www.fao.Qrg/ b odig.S''cfs/cfe40/ . 

III. THE STATE OF FOOD INSECURITY IN THE WORLD 2013 (SOFI) 

1 1. The Committee considered a presentation of the State of Food Insecurity in the World 2013 
(SOFI), entitled “The multiple dimen.sions of food security”, delivered by Mr Pietro Gennari, Director, 
Stati.stics Division (ESS) and SOFI Coordinator, FAO, with contributions fi'om the co-authors Mr 
Thomas Elhaut, Director, Statistics and Studies for Development Divi,sion (SSD), IFAD and Ms Joyce 
Luma, Chief, Food Security Analysis Service, WFP. 

12. The Committee was presented with some of the findings of SOFI 2013 report, namely: 

i) 842 million people - around one in eight people in the world - are estimated to be 
.suffering from chronic hunger in 201 1-13. Tliis figure is lower than the 868 million 
reported wddi reference to 2010-2012; 

ii) developing regions as a whole have registered significant progress towards the 
MDG I hunger target; 

iii) despite overall progress, marked differences acros.s regions persist; 

iv) growth can raise incomes and reduce hunger, but higher economic growth may not 
reach everyone; 

v) food security is a complex condition. Its dimensions - availability, access, utilization 
and slabilily - arc better understood when presented through a suite of indicators; 

vi) undernourishment and undemutrition coexist in many countries. However, in some 
countries, undcrnulrition rates are considerably higher than the prevalence of 
undernourishment; 

vii) long-tcnn commitment to mainstreaming food security and nutrition in public policies 
and programmes is key to hunger reduction; 

viii) policies aimed at enhancing agi'icultural productivity, especially for 
smallliolders, combined with social protection policies and programmes, can achieve 
liunger reduction even w'here poverty is widespread; 

ix) remittances, which have globally become three times larger than official development 
assistance, have had significant impacts on poverty and food security. 
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IV. POLICY CONVERGENCE 

A. ROUNDTABLE; BIOFUELS AND FOOD SECURITY 

13. Mr Mafr/.ur Rahman (Bangladesh), Rapporteur for the Policy Roundtable on “Biofuels and 
Food Security" presented the topic and the proposed set of recommendations. 

!4, The Committee: 

a) Welcomed the work of tlje High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on Biofuels and Food 
Security and the relevant report; 

b) Recalled the outcomes of the Committee’s deliberations on "Food Price Volatility" in 
October 201 1, in particular CFS 37 Final report paragraph 50 i); 

c) Highlighted that energy and food security are linked and acknowledged the challenge of 
achieving both food security' and energy security, considering the four dimensions of food 
security (availability, access, stability and utilization); 

d) Took note of the various drivers of biofuel development including energy security, climate 
change mitigation, export markets development, and rural development; 

e) Recognized that biofuel development encompasses both opportunities and risks in 
economic, social and environmental aspects, depending on context and practices; 

f) Underscored that food security and the progressive realization of the right to adequate 
food in the context of national food security should be priority concerns for all the 
relevant stakeholder.s in biofuel development, which should not compromise food security, 
and should especially consider women and smallholders due to their high level of 
importance in achieving food security, while considering varied national contexts; 

g) Acknowledged that: 

I) The links between bioftiols and food security' are multiple and complex and can occur 
in different ways at different geographic levels (local, national, regional, global) and 
time scales. Therefore, their asscs.smcnt should be multi-faceted and contextualised, 
and an integrated, evidence-based, gender-sensitive and cnvironmcntally-sound 
approach is required in biofuel policy-making and investments; 

ii) Production and con.sumption of biofuels, amongst many other factors, influence 
international agricultural commodity prices. The interaction between biofuels, food 
prices and supply responses is dynamic and complex, and requires a distinction 
between short-term and long-term impacts; 

iii) In some cases, current biofuel production creates competition between biofiicl crops 
and food crops. Significant guidance exists and is further needed to ensure that 
biofuels policies are coherent with food security to minimize the risks and maximize 
the opportunities of biofuels in relation to food security. This includes, the CFS 
Global Strategic Framework for Food Security' and Nutrition (GSF); the Voluntary' 
Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in 
the Context of National Food Security (VGGT); the Voluntary Guidelines for the 
Progressive Realization of the Right to Adequate Food in the Context of National 
Food Security (RtF); The Global Diocnergy Partnership (GBEP) Su.stainability 
Indicators for Bioenergy- and FAQ Biocnergy and Food Security (BEFS) Approach. 

li) Stressed the importance of concerted international and national actions to encourage that 
biofuel development and policies arc in line with the objective to eradicate hunger, food 
in.sccurity and malnutrition, and contribute to sustainable rural development, including 
rc.spccting legitimate land tenure rights, and poverty reduction, bearing in mind varied 
national contexts. 

15, Encouraged governments to seek coordination of their respective food security and energy 
security strategies, giving due consideration to the sustainable management of natural resources. 

16. Recommended the following action points, their development and implementation, by the 
appropriate stakeholders. 
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Actions towards enhanced policy coherence for food security and biofuels 

17. Governments, FAO, Agricultural .Market Information System (AMIS), GBEP, Internationa! 
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRl) and other international organizations are encouraged to 
regularly share with CFS the results of their work on biofucis-food security linkages. 

1 8. Governments, FAO, and all other relevant .stakeholders are encouraged to promote and 
facilitate exchange of information and cooperation on biofuels and food security' links. This includes 
ana!ysi.s, assessments and projections a-s well as providing transparent information on a.ssumptions, 
methods, tools and gender-disaggregated data. 

19. Governments and other stakeholders are encouraged to implement policies and investments 
for the production of biofuels and food in accordance with national development strategies and 
multilateral agrccmenis applicable to food .security. Special attention should also be given to the 
situation of vulnerable groups and small scale food producers, 

20. Governments and other appropriate stakeholders arc encouraged to review biofuels policies ■ 
where applicable and if necessary - according to balanced science-based assessments of the 
opportunities and risks they may present for food security, and so that bioluels can be produced 
according to the throe pillars of sustainable development. 

2 1 . FAO is invited to inform CFS of the progress made in building capacities in member states 
with respect to biofuel policies in coherence with food security and initiatives on biofuel policies at 
multiple levels. This would be based on existing works and material e.g. the GBEP sustainable 
bioenergy indicators, the FAO BEFS Approach; as well as the VGGT, which governments and all 
stakeholders are encouraged to promote, make use of and to support their implementation. 

22. FAO, in collaboration with relevant stakeholders and in consultation with member states as 
appropriate, is invited to propose a programme of work aimed at strengthening the capacity of 
interested eouiitries and operators to attscss their situation with regards to biofuels, taking into account 
food security concerns at global, regional and national levels, legitimate land tenure rights, to manage 
the related ris'ks and opportunities, and to monitor impacts. This could take advantage of the GBEP 
capacity building programme. 


Actions to promote Research and Development (R&D) on biofuels and food security 

23. Food .security, smallholder and gender concerns .should be integrated as appropriate in the 
design, monitoring and evaluation of R&D on biofuels. R&D is important in improving the efficiency 
of biofuels regarding both resources and processes, and in exploring new technologies including 
biofuels of the second and third generations. Research partners arc encouraged to devise solutions 
adapted to the needs of all stakeholders, c,spccially those in least-developed countries and of women 
and smallholders who arc most in need of access to modern energy services. 

24. Internalianal cooperation (including south-south cooperation), and public sector, and public- 
private partnerships have an important role to play in supporting these research topics. It is important 
to ensure that lessons ieamed fr om these partnerships are reflected in future cooperation. 

25. R&D, as appropriate, should strengthen capabilities to adapt biofuel production and 
processing units so that they can modulate their supply chain between food, feed and energy. 


Actions with regard to linkages between energy and food security 

26. St'dkcholdcrs arc encouraged to support more energy and other resource use efficiency, 
increased use of .sources of renewable energy' and improved access to sustainable energy services, 
including among others in agri-food chains, according to each country’s specificitie.s. 
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27. Governments and operatore should support the participation of farmers, in particular 
smallholders and women, in food-energy security programmes (including on biofuel production and 
consumption), as appropriate on the basis of fair and equitable conditions. 

28. CFS encouraged public and private sectors to support the integration of sustainable biofuel 
production into agricultural and forestrv’ policies, according to each country’s specificities. 


B. INVESTING IN SMALLHOLDER AGRICULTURE FOR FOOD SECURITY 

AND NUTRITION 

29. Ms Florence Buchholzer (European Union), Rapporteur for the Policy Roundtable on 
“Investing in Smallholder Agriculture for Food Security and Nutrition” presented the topic and the 
proposed set of recommendations. 

30. The Committee: 

a) Welcomed the work of the High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on ''invciiting in 
Smallholder Agriculture for Food Security” and the relevant report, and acknowledged its 
findings as an important contribution to the CFS recommendations. 

b) Recalled the report on the Commiuee’s deliberations on ‘How to increase food security 
and smallholder-sensitive investment in agriculture’ during its 37"’ session in October 
2011, particularly the acknowledgement that smallholder farmers, many of whom are 
women, play a central role for food security locally and worldwide. They are the main 
investors in their own agriculture. Smallholder agriculture contributes to a range of other 
benefits such as helping to maintain employment, reduce poverty, and enhance the 
sustainable management of natural resources. 

c) In order to address constraints on investment in smallholder agriculture in general, with 
special attention to tiiose faced by women and youth, and thereby improve food security 
and nutrition, the CFS encouraged governments, together w'ith smallholder organizations 
and other national and international stakeholders (civil society, local organizations, private 
sector, research institutions and international development partners), to: 


Enable national /jolicies, governance and their evidence base; 

31. Build or further develop a country-owned vision for smallholder agriculture, in the context of 
broad-based national, and agricultural development, that positions smallholder agriculture firmly 
within integrated policies and strategics, that includes connecting smallholders to markets, that is 
articulated together with all national .stakeholders, especially smallholder farmers, of whom women 
represent a majority in tnany countries, their organizations and their representatives, in the context of 
sustainable development and transparent rights-based processes and guidelines, 

32. Guided by this vision and the Voluntary Guidelines on the Progressive Realization of the 
Right to Adequate Food in the Context of National Food Security, consider revisiting agricultural, 
urban and rural sector policies, strategies and budgets, with particular attention to enabling 
smallholder access - especially for women - to productive assets, local, national and regional markets, 
appropriate training, research, technology and farm support services. 

33. Support the review, financing and implementation of smallholder inclusive, gender-sensitive, 
multi-sectoral, policies and strategies linked to sustainable agricultural development, with a particular 
supporting role by international development partners and especially IFAD, FAO and WFP, the World 
Bank, bilateral funding agencies and regional development banks. 

34. Mainstream gender equality and women’s empowerment within the country-led vision and 
strategy tor agricultural development. In addition, encourage gender specific support services in view 
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of the critical role o( women and to address the specific needs and constraints faced by both women 
and men smallholder farmers. 

35. Address constraints to engaging young women and men in smallholder agriculture, as well as 
in related non-fami rural sectors, through targeted policy interventions. These include strengthening 
and ensuring equal access to education and training systems. 

36. Explore geographically inclusive territorial development as an approach to effectively 
coordinate cross-sccloial public and private investments, in particular in smallholder agriculture as 
well as in the non-farm economy. 

37. Improve governance for agriculture and rural development through a coordinated multi- 
sectoral approach, with particular focus on smallholder agriculture, ensuring adequate participation of 
all relevant organizations, especially those representing smallholder fanners. This involves developing 
context-specific solutions for smallholder-sensitive public and private investments, Consider 
experiences such as the Comprehensive African Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP), the 
Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP) and others. 

38. Build inelusive participatory processes that engage smallholders, women, youth, private 
sector, and other relevant organizations. Promote legal recognition and respect of the rights of 
smallholder farmers - including the right to organize democratically and to have voice in policy 
debates, with gender- and age-balanced representation - and the need for farmers’ organizations to be 
strengthened to achieve this. 

39. Improve information management (the collection, transparency, communication and access to 
data, including sex-disaggregated data). Step-up evidence-based analyses to document the state of 
smallholder agriculture; its diverse typologies, its incentives and constraints, its evolution and its 
contributions to various ouicomo,s in particular to food security and nutrition. 


Promote access to assets, /uilt/ic goods, social services, research anti extension and leclittology 

Access to assets 

40. Note fanners' and breeders' contribution to conserving and developing plant genetic resources 
for food and agriculture. Promote smallholders'- particularly women fanners'- ability to access, breed, 
produce, conserve, purcha,se, exchange, sell and use the seeds they need, including local, indigenous 
and modern varieties. Strengthen infonnation and knowledge sharing related to practical on-farm 
implementation and foster local innovation. Support in situ and ex situ conservation and development 
of agricultural biodiversity by smallholders together with research and extension systems, in line with 
sustainable agricultural development and good practices, including through agro-ecological 
approaches and sustainable intensification. All the above-mentioned measures of this paragraph have 
to be in accordance with applicable national and international law, 

4 1 . Strongly promote responsible governance of land and natural resources with emphasis on 
securing access and tenure for smallholders, particularly women, in accordance with the Voluntary 
Guideline,? on Responsible Governance ofTenurc ofLand, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of 
National Food Security as well as other country-led measures with similar objectives. Solutions need 
to be country and context specific and consistent with existing obligations under national and 
international lavv. A related need is to strengthen local institutions dealing with regulation of such 
access and use of natural resources, particularly by smallholders and women. 


Access to public goods, social services, research, extension and technology 

42. Prioritize public investment and encourage private investment, .specifically in support of 
smallholders’ own investments, in, among others; water management, sustainable management of 
genetic resources for food and agriculture, soil conservation, forests, transport and infrastructure such 
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as feeder roads, energy, post-harvest handling infrastructure, rural electrification and 
telecommunication grids. 

43. Provide gender-sensitive public investment, and encourage private investments, in health-care, 
child care, nutrition, education and capacity development, social protection, water and sanitation, to 
enhance food security and nutrition, and reduce smallholder poverty. 

44. Strengthen participatory research, extension and farming service systems, particularly those 
that respond to the specific needs of smallholders and women farmers, to increase tlieir productivity, 
diversify their production, and enhance its nutritional value and build their resilience, including with 
respect to climate change, according to the tenets of sustainable development. The approach is ideally 
that of combining farmers’ and indigenous people's traditional knowledge with the findings of 
scientific research, as appropriate. 

45. Promote access to available technologies that help improve the quality of smallholders' 
production. Take into consideration the specific constraints of smallholders in relation to sanitary' and 
phyto-sanitary regulations and enable their access to the programs and supplies needed for 
compliance. 


Emthfe investme/U, access to markets, productive services and resources 

46. Promote investment of and for snutUholdcrs. Improve policies, markets and institutions to 
foster economic opportunities for smallholders. Mitigate excessive price volatility and non- 
transferable smallholder risks u.sing public policy instruments in accordance with international 
commitments. Develop and/or improve value chains and enable smallholders to be full participants in 
the value chains of their choice. Finsure legal and fair business practices amongst all parties and 
increase the negotiating capacity of smallholders. This calls for continued development of policy 
measures and technical guidelines and tooks, including for contract farming and public-private 
partnerships, in conisultation with smallholder organizations, the expertise of relevant UN 
organizations and other cenirc.s of expertise. 

47. Access to markets. Support, in accordance with international commitments, the development 
of, and access to, markets, distribution and marketing systems and mechanisms that are remunerative 
for smallholders and rural economies. Recognize the importance of non-monetary exchanges of 
products and services, the importance of local food systems for smallholders including their potential 
for supplying school and institutional feeding programmes. Create appropriate linkages and engage 
smallholder fanners, men and women, along value-chains, especially in local, national and regional 
markets. Enable and stimulate cooperation between smallholders, for instance, via cooperatives or 
other approaches for market organization that benefit smallholders in accordance with international 
commitment.s. 

48- I’inanciai services. Improve regulatory conditions and financial infrastructure to strengthen 

smallholder access to a full range of financial services adapted to their needs, with attention to the 
particular challenges faced by women and youth in this regard. Relevant financial services include 
safe deposits, monetary transactions and remittances, mobile financial services, sustainable micro, 
short and long-tenn credit, public insurance schemes (including indexed insurance), commodity 
exchange and warehouse receipt systems. Reduce financial risks, lower transaction costs and facilitate 
long-term investments, - such as for field operations equipment, food processing and other value- 
adding activities on smallholder farms. As appropriate, relax liquidity constraints on working capital 
expenditures (e.g. fertilizers, seeds) as well as on medium- and long-term investments while avoid 
worsening smallholder farmers’ debt burden. Support such measures by appropriately designed, well- 
targeted fiscal measures. AM the above mentioned measures of this paragraph should be implemented 
in accordance with international commitments. 

49. Jnvestinf> beyond the farm. Promote public investment and encourage private investment to 
develop a decentralised, rural, non-farm economy to support smallholders’ access to alternative 
sources of income, thereby further consolidating the farming economy and contributing to improved 
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food security and nutrition This encompasses invcslmciil in capacity building and entrepreneurship 
development, where appropriate and paiiicularly targeting young women and men, for employment in 
a modernized agriculture as well as in other related activities and labour markets. It also requires 
promoting investment tor new' business development. 

Funtiermorc the Conmtiiree: 

50. F.ncouraged stakeholders to share their experiences in ii.sing these recommendations in their 
national conlc.xt at the 1 ligli-I.evel I'orum on ‘'Connecting Smallholders to Market”, planned in the 
Multi-Year Programme of Work (MYPoVV) for 2015. In general, encouraged promoting international 
cooperation and sharing of experience in smallholder development across the world, with strong 
engagement and leadership of smallholder organuations. 

.S ! Invited its members and stakeholders to disseminate the findings of the HLPF Report and the 
present recommendations to relevant fora and proccs.scs such as: the implementation of the Voluntary 
Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and I'orests in the Context of 
National Food Security and the principles for responsible agricultural investments (rai); (he 2014 
International Year of Family Fanning, the Righi-io-Food plus 10, the post-2015 development agenda. 


V. CFS WORKSTREAMS 

A. PRINCIPLES FOR RESPONSIBLE AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENTS (rai) 

52. Ms Christina Blank (Swit/.erland), Chair of the Open-Lnded Working Group (OEW'G) on 
responsible agricultural investments, introduced document CFS 2013/40/6 “Update on the 
Consultative Process to Develop Principles for responsible agricultural investments in the Context of 
Food Security and Nutrition”. 

53. The Committee took note of the update provided in document CFS./2013/40'6 and endorsed 
the proposed schedule for the way forw'ard as outlined in paragraph 6. 

B. ADDRESSING FOOD INSECURITY IN PROTRACTED CRISES 

SITUATIONS 

54. Ms Josephine W'angari Gaiia (Kenya). Co-chair of the Open-linded Working Group (OEW'G) 
on Addressing Food Insecurity in Piotracicd Crises introduced document CFS 2013/40/7 “Update on 
the Consultative Process to Develop an Agenda foi Action for Addressing food Insecurity in 
Protracted Crises Situation.s ", 

55. The Committee; 

a) e.\prc.sscd saiisl'action w'nh the progres.s made to dale in the elaboration of an Agenda for 
Action for Addressing Food Insecurity in Protracted Crises; 

b) appreciated the on-going efforts in addressing the three immediate actions identified as 
priority areas of w'ork supporting the development ol an Agenda for Action; 

c) look note of the update provided in document CFS./20 13/40/7 and endorsed the schedule 
proposed for (he way forward outlined in paragraph 15. 

C. GLOBAL STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR FOOD SKCURITY AND 

NUTRITION 

56. I'hc Chair of the Open-Ended Working Group (OEW^G) on the Global Strategic Framework 
for Food Security and Nutrition (GSF). .Ms Candice Sakamoto Vianna (Brazil), introduced the 
documents CFS 2013 40/5 "Process for Updating the Globa! Strategic Framew'ork for Food Security 
and Nutrition {GSF)” and CFS 2013'40/5 Add.!. “Globa! Strategic Framework for I'ood Security and 
Nutrition (GSF) - Second Veision 20 1 3”. 
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57. The Committee reiterated that the main added value of the GSF is to provide an overarching 
framework to improve policy convergence and coordination and guide synchronized action by a wide 
range of stakeholders with practical guidance and core recommendations on food security and 
nutrition issues. 

58, The Committee: 

a) endorsed the process for updating the GSF as outlined in document CFS 2013/40/5 Rev.l; 

b) endorsed the Second Version of the GSF (2013) that Includes the policy recommendations 
for Social Protection for Food Security and Nutrition and Food Security and Climate 
Change that were endoi-sed at CFS 39 in 2012 and encouraged all stakeholders to promote 
and make use of the Second Version of the GSF (2013) acknowledging its voluntary 
nature; 

c) agreed that the statistical figures included in Section 1 of the GSF should be updated 
annually to be in line with those of the SOFI reports. 


D. RULES OF PROCEDURE 

59. The Chair of the Working Group on CFS Rules of Procedure, Mr Guo Handi (China) 
introduced the document CFS 2013/40/10 "Proposed Amendments to the CFS Rules of Procedure and 
to Rule XXXlll of the General Rules of the Organization and Outcomes of the Work of the CFS Rules 
of Procedure Working Group", 

60. The Committee expressed its appreciation for the work of the Working Group on CFS Rules 
of Procedure; 

6). The Committee: 

a) endorsed the terms of reference, revised qualifications and selection procedure for the new 
CFsS Secretary; 

b) endorsed the modalities and requirements for inclusion in the CFS Secretariat, through 
secondment of staff of other UN entities directly concerned with food security and 
nutrition; 

c) requested FAG, IFAD and WFP to proceed with the process of recruitment of the CFS 
Secretary as soon as possible. 

62. The terms of reference, revised qualifications and selection procedure for the new CFS 
Secretary and the modalities for inclusion in the CFS Secretariat of other UN entities directly 
concerned with food security and nutrition are found in Appendix D. 

63. Tlic Committee: 

a) endorsed the proposed amendment lo Rule XXXII! of the General Rules of the 
Organization (GRO) and requested that the FAO Council, forward these to the Thirty- 
Ninth Session of the Conference (Rome, 6-13 June 2015) for approval; 

b) rejected the proposed amendment to Rule IV (Advisory Group) of the CFS Rules of 
Procedure. 1'hc re.sults of the vote were: 2 1 votes for, 47 against, and 6 abstentions. 

64. The Commiilee: 

a) mandated the Bureau to consider which of the selection criteria for the appointment of 
Members of the MLPB Steering Committee mentioned in paragraph 43 of the CFS Reform 
Document and paragraph 10 of the Rules and Procedure of the Work of the HLPE^, 
should be included in Rule V of the CFS Rules of Procedure'* with a view to submitting a 
proposal to the Committee during its Plenary Session in October 2014; 


^ http://www.ra().org''!ilcadmln/uscr_i!pIoad/hlpe/!i]pe documents/HLPF_*_Ruics_and procedurcs.pdf 
‘'CFS 2013./40/Inf.!5 
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b) mandated the Bureau in consultation with the Advisory Group to urgently analyze the role 
of the Advisor>' Group, its composition, categories and the selection process for each 
categor>’ in order to strengthen its contribution. The Bureau will submit a proposal to the 
Committee during its Plenary Session in October 2014; 

c) mafidaied the Bureau to further clarify the CFS RcTonn Document regarding the 
distinction between CFS Participants and Observers with a view to submitting a proposal 
to the Committee at its next Plenary Session in October 2014. 


E. A FRAMEWORK FOR MONITORING CFS DECISIONS 

65. The Chair of the Open-Ended Working Group (OEWG) on Monitoring, Ambassador Mary 
Mubi (Zimbabwe) introduced the document CFS 2013/40/8 “A Framework for Monitoring CFS 
Decisions". 

66 . The Committee: 

a) expressed its appreciation for the work oflhe OEWG on Monitoring; 

b) acknowledged document CFS 2013/40/8 as good progress towards a CFS framework for 
monitoring CFS decisions and recommendations and an important reference for the on- 
going work of the group. In particular the Committee; 

c) underlined the important role of llie Committee as a platform for stakeholders to regularly 
share experiences and practices on monitoring work in strategic areas at all levels (globaf 
regional, national); 

d) recognized the importance of CFS monitoring process for improving the CFS 
effectiveness; 

c) endorsed the proposal for a plan of action to disseminate the CFS decisions in the context 
of the CFS Communication Strategy; 

0 endorsed the proposal to focus the CFS monitoring on the Committee's major, strategic 
and catalytic products; 

g) endorsed titc conduct of periodic as.scssmenis of the CFS iTfectiveness in improving 
policy frameworks especially at countiy level and in promoting participation of and 
coherence among stakeholders on food security and nutrition. Specifically, it 
recommended carrying out a baseline survey to assess the current situation as the base of 
assessing progress; 

h) highlighted the need that CFS monitoring mechanisms should build on e.xisting 
mechanisms at global, regional and national level; 

i) requested/recommended that the OEWG on Monitoring continue its wwk in 2014 and 
repon back to CFS at its 4 F’ Session, subject to available resources; 

j) underlined the need to use monitoring and evaluation to improve the work of CFS and the 
rormujalion of future Cl'S recommendations bearing in mind that they should be simple, 
precise, concise, actionable, and time-bound. 


F. PROGRAMME OF WORK AND PRIORITIES AND EMERGING ISSUES 

67. The Committee considered document CFS 2013/40/9 Rev.l “CFS Multi-Year Programme of 
Work (MYPoW) 2014-2015” as presented by Ms Christine Ton Nu (France), Chair of the Open- 
Ended Working Group (OEWG) on Programme of Work and Priorities. 

68. The Committee; 

a) expressed its appreciation for the work of the OEWG and recommended that it continues 
its work to funher prioritize and streamline its programme of work and to implement the 
propo.scd procc-s.s for selection and prioritization of CFS activities in the 2014-2015 
biennium; 
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b) adopted the CFS MYPoW for 2014-2015, including the proposed HLPE report themes, 
major and other workstreams; 

c) adopted the revised Guidance note for selection and prioritization of CFS activities 
(annexed to the MYPoW); 

d) noted that the proposed CFS activities that have not been retained in the 2014-15 MYPoW 
will be included as part of the background, to be considered along with other inputs in the 
future process ofselection and prioritization. 

G, COMMUNICATION STRATEGY FOR THE COMMITTEE ON WORLD 

FOOD SECURITY 

69. The Committee considered document CFS 2013/40/4 “Communication Strategy for the 
Committee on World Food Security'’ presented by Ms Cordelia Salter (CFS Secretariat). The 
Committee; 

a) acknowledged that awareness raising and outreach should be an integral part of the 
development and roll out of all the Committee’s work; 

b) noted that effective communication is an important component for achieving CFS 
objectives as awareness regarding CFS and its outputs is a precondition for their voluntary 
adoption and application taking into account context specificities; 

c) endorsed the elements of the strategy as presented and recommended and urged that an 
implementation plan including the budget be worked out by the Secretariat in close 
collaboration with the Bureau and the Advisory Group; 

d) noted that communication should be an intrinsic part of all CFS workstreams. 


VI. COORDINATION AND LINKAGES WITH CFS 

70. The objective of this agenda item was to strengthen linkages and encourage a two way 
dialogue between CFS and other food security and nutrition stakeholders at the global, regional and 
national levels. 

7 1 . Tltis is in line with the three roles of CFS: 

• Co-ordinaiion at global level 

• Policy convergence 

• Support and advice to countries and regions (CFS Reform Document, 2009) 

72. The overall theme of the session was: 

" Miihi-sUikeholder Models that Promote Food Security, Nutrition and Sustainable 
Agriculture: Towards the Post-2015 Development Agenda. “ 

73. CFS encourages the inclusion of all relevant stakeholders in food security and nutrition fora at 
the global, regional and national levels. The Committee also stresses the importance of multi- 
stakeholder processes for achieving sustainable agriculture and good nutrition. The experiences, best 
practices and Ics.sons learned that were showcased in this session are relevant to the implementation of 
the post-2015 development agenda. 

74. The session showcased experiences relevant to CFS engagement in the post-20 1 5 
development agenda process, regional initiatives on food and nutrition security and the institutional 
arrangements to promote national multi-stakeholders efforts ori food security and nutrition. 

75. Mr David Naban'o, Special Representative of the UN Secretar^^-General for Food Security and 
Nutrition, was the Facilitator for the three panel discussions. The Comminee welcomed the 
participation of the panellists in this session. 
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Panellhls: 


Global and regional initiatives anti linkages with CFS 
GUiha! iniliaihes: Posl-2015 Development Agenda 


• Ambassador Macharia Kamau, Ambassador and Pennanent Representative of the Republic of 
Kenya to the United Nations in New York and Co-Chair of the Open Working Group on the 
Sustainable Development Goals 

• Ambassador Nestor Osorio, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Colombia to the 
United Nations in New York and President of the Economic and Social Council (F.COSOC) 

• Louise Kantrow, Permanent Representative to the UN for the International Chamber of 
Commerce 

• Flavio Valente, Secretary General ofFIAN International (FoodFirst Information and Action 
Network) - a member of the Civil Society Mechanism 

Regional Initiatives: G8 Alliance for food security and nutrition in the context of 

CAADP 


Panellists: 

• Tony Burdon, Mead of the Growth and Resilience Department in the UK Department for 
International Development (DFID) 

• Ambassador Yaya Olaniran, Ambassador and Permanent Representative ofNigeria to the 
Rome-based UN agencies and CFS Chair 

• Ruth Rawling, Vice-President for Europe, the Middle East, and Africa for Cargill 

• Mamadoii Cissokho, Honorable President of the Network of Fanners' and Agricultural 
Producers' Organizations in West Africa (ROPPA) 

Country experiences and lessons learned 

Panellists: 

• llra/.il - The National Council of Food and Nutrition Security (CONSEA) 

Maria Emilia Pacheco, President, CONSEA, Brazil 

® Thailand: nutrition impact of agriculture and food systems 

Kraisid Tonlisirin, Professor, Senior Advisor of the institute of Nutrition, Mahidol University 
(!NMU), Thailand 

76. The following views emerged from tlie discussions: 

a) The world lias changed since 2000 - future plans and actions for development should be 
more universal, inclusive and transformative with increasing emphasis on governance, 
inter-linkages, transparency and accountability. 

b) Sustainable agriculture, food security and nutrition are crucial to several agendas such as, 
poverty alleviation, gender empowerment, youth employment, climate change, energy use, 
and water management. CFS, as a multi-stakeholder forum where ail actors have a .space 
and an opportunity to exchange views, has much to contribute to tackle challenging and 
controversial i.ssuc;s on food security and nutrition in an open and participatory manner. 

c) CFS wa.s encouraged to actively engage in the post-20 1 5 development agenda process, 
bringing the unique experience of both its multiple- stakeholders and multi stakeholder 
platform to the debate; and to support the inclusion of a goal reflecting food security and 
nutrition issues among the sustainable development goals. 

d) All stakeholders were encouraged to do their part to ensure that the CFS vision of ... a 
world free from hunger where countries implement the voluntary guidelines for the 
progressive realization of the right to adequate food in the context of national food 
security... is adequately reflected in the post-20 15 development agenda. 




489 


CFS 2013/40 REPORT 


13 


e) Development dialogue at regional and national level should feed into the post-20i 5 
development agenda. 

f) Effort i.s needed to enable greater convergenee of different initiatives on food security and 
nutrition so that they build on and align with regional and country-led efforts. 

g) The CFS Bureau and the Advisory Group were encouraged to together explore ways for 
the CFS to continue the dialogue in the inter-sessional period on specific views expressed 
during this se.ssion. 


VII. OTHER MATTERS 

A. Election of CFS Chair anti Bureau 

77. The Committee elected by acclamation Ambassador Gcrda Verburg, Permanent 
Representative of the Kingdom of Netherlands, as the Chair of CFS. 

78. The Committee elected by acclamation the follow'ing representatives as members and alternate 
members of the incoming CFS Bureau: 

• Members: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Congo, France, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Sudan, Switzerland, Uganda, United Statc,s of America 

• Alternates: .Armenia, Canada, China, Cote d’Ivoire, Ecuador, Indonesia, Italy, Jordan, Mc.xico, 
Morocco, Oman, New Zealand. 


B. Arrangements for CFS October 2014 

79. The Committee recommended that its Forty-first Session be held from 13-17 October 2014 at 
FAO headquarters in Rome, as indicated on the Provisional Calendar of FAO Governing Bodies, The 
exact dates will be determined by the Director-General in consultation with the Chairperson of the 
Committee. 


C. Adoption of the Report 

80. The report was adopted en bloc on Friday 1 1 October 2013, 

D. Potential engiigcnicnt of CFS with po.st-2015 development agenda process 

8 1 . The CFS highlights the essential role of food security and nutrition and poverty eradication in 
the elaboration of the post-20 1 5 development agenda and mandates the Bureau, in consultation with 
the Advisory Group, to c.xplore ways Ibr the CFS to provide inputs to the decision-making process on 
the post-2015 development agenda in New York. 


APPENDIX A 

AGENDA OF THE SESSION 

1. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS 

a) Adoption of Agenda and Timetable 

b) Membership of the Committee 
e) Drafting Committee compt).sition 
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d) Statement by the UN Secretary-General (to be confirmed) 

c) Statements by Heads of FAO, IFAD, WFP and the Chair of the High-Level Panel of 
Experts (HLPF.) Steering Committee 
f) Statement by the CFS Chairperson 


III. STATE OK FOOD INSECURITY (SOFI) 2013 

IV. POLICY CONVERGENCE 

a) Biofuels and Food Security 

b) Investing in Smallholder Agriculture for Food Security' and Nutrition 

V. CFS WORKSTREAMS 

a) Pi inciplcs for responsible agricultural investments (rai) 

b) Addressing Food insecurity in Protracted Crises Situations 

c) The Global Strategic Framework for Food Security and Nutrition (GSF) 

d) Rules of Procedure 

e) A framework for monitoring CFS decisions 

1) Programme of Work and Priorities and emerging Issues 
g) The CFS communication strategy 

VI. COORDINATION AND LINKAGES WITH CFS 


VIL OTHER MATTERS 
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APPENDIX C 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS 


Symbol 

Title 

Agenda Item 

CFS 2013/40/1 

Provisional Annotated Agenda 

1 

CFS 2013/40/2 

Policy Roundtable: Biofuels and Food Security 

IV.a 

CFS 2013/40/2 Add. 1 Rev.l 

Executive Summary of the |■{igh*Level Panel 
of Experts (1 ILPE) Report on Biofuels and 

Food Security 

!V.a 

CFS 2013/40/3 

Policy Roundtable; Investing in Smallholder 
Agriculture for Food Security and Nutrition 

IV.b 

CFS 2013/40/3 Add.l 

Executive Summary- of the High-Level Pane! 
of Experts (HLPE) Report on Investing in 
Smallholder Agriculture for Food Security and 
Nutrition 

IV.b 

CFS 2013/40,/4 

Communication Strategy for the Committee on 
World Food Security 

v.g 

CFS 20 13/40/S 

Process for Updating the Global Strategic 
Framework for Food Security and Nutrition 
(GSF) 

V.c 

CFS 2013/40/5 Add.l 

Global Strategic Framework for Food Security 
and Nutrition (GSF) - Second Version (2013) 

V.c 

CFS 2013/40/6 

Update on the Consultative Process to Develop 
Principles for Responsible Agricultural 
Investments (rai) in the Context of Food 

Security and Nutrition 

V.a 

CFS 2013.40/7 

Update on the Consultative Process to Develop 
an Agenda for Action for Addressing Food 
Insccuritv in Protracted Crises Situations 

V.b 

CFS 20I3./40..'8 

A framework for monitoring CFS decisions 

V.c 

CFS 2013/40/9 Rev, 

CFS Mulli-Ycar Programme of Work 
(MYPoW) 2014-2015 

V.f 

CFS 2013/40/10 

Proposed amendment to the CFS Rules of 
Procedure and to Rule XXXIII of the General 
Rules of the Organization and Outcome of the 
Work of the CFS Rules of Procedure Working 
Group 

V.d 

CFS 20I3./40/li!f. 1 

Provisional Timetable 

1 

CFS 2013/40/lnf.2 

List ordocumenls 

1 

CFS 20i3/40/lnf.3 

Membership to the Committee on World Food 
Security 

I 
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CFS 20l3/40/lnr.4 

List of Delegates, Participants and Observers 

I 

CFS 2013/40/!nf.5 

Siatemeni of competence and voting rights 
submitted by the European Union 

1 

CFS 2013/40/Inf.6 

Staiemenl by the United Nations Secretary 
General or his representative 

11 

CFS 20I3/40/inf.7» 

Statement by the Director-General of FAO 

11 

CFS 20l3/40/!nfS 

Statement by the President of !FAD or his 
representative 

II 

CPS 2013/40/inf.9 

Statement by the Executive Director of WFP 
or her representative 

n 

CFS 20 13/40/Inf. 10 

Statement by the Chairperson of the Steering 
Committee of the High Level Panel ofFixpcrts 
on Food Security and Nutrition (HLPE) 

n 

CFS 201 3/40/inf. 1 1 

Statemeni by the CFS Chairperson 

!l 

CFS 2013,'40/lnf 12 

Coordination and Linkages with CFS - Session 
Guidelines and Background Information 

Vi 

CFS20i3/40/lnfl3 

Following Progress on Decisions and 
Rccommcndarions of the Committee on World 
Food Security (CFS) 

V.c 

CFS 2013/40/Inf, 14 

Report on CFS Expenditures 2012 

V.f 

CFS 2013/‘10/Inr.l5 

Provisions and decisions regarding the CFS 
Secretary, Secretarial, Advisory Group and 
Iligh'iwevel Pane! of Experts on Food Security' 
and Nutrition 

V.d 
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APPENDIX D 

EXTRACTS FROM DOCUMENT CFS 2013/40/10/Rcv.l “PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 
THE CFS RULES OF PROCEDURE AND TO RULE XXXIIl OF THE GENERAL RULES OF 
THE ORGANIZATION AND OUTCOMES OFTHE WORK OF THE CFS RULES OF 
PROCEDURE WORKING GROUP” 


The CFS Sccrclary and (he inclusion of other UN entities in the CFS Secretariat 
I. Selection proceilure, incliieling required qualipcations and terms of reference 

The Bureau, at its meeting on 6 August 2013, reviewed and endorsed the following proposals with a 
view to present them for endorsement by the Committee at its 40th Session: 

a. Terms of Reference for a Dl-levcl CFS Secretary 

• Under the overall supervision of the CFS Chair and in close collaboration with the Bureau and 
the Advisory Group and the Chairs of the working groups as representatives of CFS Members 
and Participants, the incumbent will: 

a) Manage and supervise the Secretariat; 

b) Manage, report on .and be accountable for the CFS budget, 

c) Be responsible for the implementation of the CFS Resource Mobilization Strategy; 

d) Be responsible for the implcmemalion of the CFS Communication Strategy, the 
communication among CFS stakeholders and the di.sscmination of CFS publications; 

e) Ensure technical, administrative and logistical support to the CFS Chair and the Chairs 
of the different working groups and technical teams; 

0 Supervise and provide technical inputs in the preparation of CFS publications, working 
documents and inoelings; 

g) E.xeroise overall supervision of the CFS Secretariat’s support to the High-Level Panel of 
Experts; 

h) Ensure that the Heads of the three Rome-based agencies are kept informed on the work 
of the Committee through the appropriate ch<inncls; 

♦ The Sccrctaiy will be subject to the FAO Regulations and Rules. 


b. Qualifications 

• The incumbent: 

a) should have professional experience related to the functioning of multilateral and muili- 
stakeliolder processes and (heir management; 

b) should hold a post-graduate degree preferably in disciplines that are relevant to food 
security and nutrition; 

c) should have relevant professional experience on food security and nutrition-related issues 
and policies including preferably a relevant publications record; 

• Other details concerning the vacancy announcement for and qualifications of the Secretary, 
such as managerial, language and other core competences, should be agreed upon by the three 
Rome-based agencies and communicated to the Committee, through the Bureau and the 
Advisory Group, in a timely manner. 


c. Selection Procedure 


The selection process should be transparent and open to any qualified candidate; 
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• The vacancy announcement will be posted on the FAO, IFAD and WFP websites and 
publicized clsew'here through other media and by different stakeholders involved in the CFS 
process; 

• The selection panel will be composed of a representative from each of the three Rome-based 
agencies appointed by the Heads of the organizations; 

• The interview process will be in accordance with the standard practices of the three Rome- 
based agencies; 

• The FAO Director-General will appoint the Secretary based on the decision of the selection 
panel 

• These key elements will represent tite basis for the preparation of the vacancy announcement 
and the impletneiitation of the selection process which are under the responsibility of the three 
Rome-based agencies. 


2, Inclusion in the SecreUiriul of other liN entities 

• The Secretary should solicit staff contributions by other UN entities, according to the needs of 
the Secretariat; 

• UN entities directly concerned with food security and nutrition that are interested in seconding 
one or more of its staff members to the Secretariat could submit an official request and 
appropriate justification to the CFS Secretary and the CFS Chair who, taking into account Cl'S 
workstreams, priorities and needs, will decide whether to invite them to join the team and so 
inform the Bureau and the Advisory Group; 

• Follow'ing this decision, the interested UN entity will sign an agreement with FAO according 
to FAO Regulations and Rules to define the kind of contribution and any other administrative 
matter. 
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NOTICE 

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States government. 
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Executive Summary 


Ob^c&ve: 

The objective of this work was to understand the effects of running a 15% ethanol blend on outboard marine engines 
during 300 hours of wide-open throttle (WOT) endurance - a typical outboard marine engine durability test For the 
three engine families evaluated, one test engine each was endurance tested on El 5 fuel with emissions tests conducted 
on both EO and El 5 fuel, while a second control engine was emissions and endurance tested on EO fuel for each engine 
family. 

Summary of Results: 

Results are based on a sample population of one engine per test fijel. As such, these results are not considered 
statistically significant, but may serve as an indicator of potential issues. More testing would be required to better 
understand the potential effects of E15. 

9.9HP Carbureted Four*Stroke: 

• The El 5 engine exhibited variability of HC emissions at idle during end-of-endurance emissions tests, which 
was likely caused by lean misfire. 

o Both the EO control engine and E15 test engine ran leaner at idle and low speed operation at the end of 
endurance testing compared with operation at the start of the test. 

o The trend of running lean at idle coupled with the additional enleanment from the El 5 fuel caused the 
El 5 engine to have poor run quality (intermittent misfire or partial combustion events) when operated 
on E15 fuel after 300 hours of endurance. 

o CO emissions were reduced when using E15 fuel due to the leaner operation, as expected for this 
open-loop controlled engine. 

• The El 5 engine exhibited reduced hardness on piston surfaces based on post-test teardown analysis. 

o The exhaust gas temperature increased 17*C at wide open throttle as a result of the leaner operation 
when using El 5 fuel. Higher combustion temperatures may have caused observed piston hardness 
reductions. Lack of pre-test hardness measur^ents prevented a conclusive assessment. 

• Several elastomeric components on the E15 engine showed signs of deterioration compared with the EO 
engine. 

o Affected components were exposed to E15 fuel for approximately 2 months; signs of deterioration were 
evident. 

300HP Four-Stroke Supercharged Verado: 

• The E 1 5 engine failed 3 exhaust valves dose to the end of the endurance test. 

o Metallurgical analysis showed that the valves developed high cycle fatigue cracks due excessive metal 
temperatures. 

• The pistons on the E15 engine showed indications of higher operating temperatures compared to the EO 
engine’s pistons as evidenced by the visual difference in cartxjn deposits. 

• The E15 engine generated HC+NOx values in excess of the Family Emissions Limit (FEL) when operated on 
E15 fuel, but did not exceed that limit when operated on EO emissions certification fuel. 
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o The primary contributor to Uiis increase in ejdiaust emissions was NOx due to enleanment caused by 
the oxygenated fuel. 

o CO emissions were reduced when using E15 fuel due to leaner operation, as expected for this open- 
loop controlled engine. 

200HP EFi 2.5L Two-Stroke: 

• The 200 EFI two-stroke engine showed no signs of exhaust emissions deterioration differences due to the fuel. 

o The El 5 fuel caused the engine to run lean resulting in reduced HC and CO emissions. NOx was of 
little concern on this type of engine since NOx accounted for less than 2% of the total regulated 
HC+NOx emissions. 

• The E15 engine felled a rod bearing at 256 hours of endurance, which prevented completion of the 300 hour 
durability test. 

o Root cause of the bearing feilure was not determined due to progressive damage. 

c More testing would be necessary to understand the effect of ethanol on oil dispersion and lubrication in 
tvw-stroke engines where the fuel and oil move through the crankcase together. 

4.3L V6 EFI Four-Stroke Catalyzed Stemdrive: 

• Since E1 5 fuel was readily available in the test fecility and an engine equipped with exhaust catalysts was on 
the dynamometer, emissions tests were conducted on a 4.3L V6 stemdrive engine to better understand the 
immediate impacts of ethanol on this engine family. 

0 At rated speed and load (open-loop fuel control) E15 caused exhaust gas temperatures to increase by 
2Q°C on average and the catalyst temperatures to increase by about SO^C. 

o More rapid aging of the catalyst system occur due to the elevated catalyst tempeiature when 
considering the high load duty cycle typically experienced by marine engine applications. 

Conclusions and Recommendations: 

Several issues were discovered in this study from an exhaust emissions and an engine durability standpoint as a result 
of running El 5 fuel in outboard marine engines. Run quality concerns were also identified as a result of the lean 
operation on the carbureted engine. 

Additional investigation is necessary to more fully understand the observed efects and to extrapolate them to all types of 
marine engines over broader operating conditions. Effects on operation at part load, transient acceleration/deceleration, 
cold start, hot restart, and other driveability-related concerns ne^ to be evaluated. This test program was mainly testing 
for end-of-life durability failures, which would not likely be the first issues experienced by the end users. A customer 
would likely be affected by njn quality/driveability issues or materials compatibiiity/corrosion issues before durability 
issues. The wide range of technology used in marine engines due to the wide range of engine output will complicate this 
issue (Mercury Marine produces engines from 2.5HP-1350HP). 

More testing is needed to understand how ethanol blends affect lubrication systems in two-stroke engines that have fuel 
and oil moving through the crankcase together. Crankcase oil dispersion is the only mechanism by which two-stroke 
engines of this architecture provide lubrication at critical interfaces such as bearings and cylinder walls. Ethanol may 
have an effect on the dispersion or lubricity of the oil. 

A better understanding of how long term storage affects ethaio! blends in marine fuel systems would require more real- 
world testing. Marine vessels often go through long periods of storage that could affect the fuel systems given the fact 
that the ethanol portion can absorb water when exposed, especially in humid areas near saltwater. 
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Introduction 


Project Background: 

This project was a cooperative effort to assess the feasibility for marine engines of increasing the allowable ethanol 
concentration in gasoline above the current legal limit of 10%. Specifically, a 15% ethanol / 85% gasoline fuel blend 
(E15) was tested in current production and legacy outbo^d marine engines. Gaseous exhaust emissions and engine 
durability were assessed on a typical durability test cycle. Three separate engine families were evaluated. A 200HP EFi 
two-stroke engine was chosen to represent legacy product. A 9.9HP carbureted four-stroke engine and a 300HP 
supercharged EFI four-stroke engine represent^ current product. Two engines were tested from each family. One 
was operated on El 5 fuel and the other was op«’ated on EO gasoline. Emissions data from each engine were obtained 
before, in the middle of, and after durability testing. 

Sianmary of Marine Engine Considerations: 

Marine engines require unique considerations when atteririg the fael supplied to operate the engine. Considering these 
engines are frequently used in remote locations (offshore fishing for example), it is crtUcal to ensure that the fuel does not 
cause or contribute to an engine malfunction. Changes in fuel formulations and the resulting effects on marine engine 
operability are of high importance. 

Outboard marine engines span a large range of rated power oufout and technology which yields significant complexity 
when trying to understand the effects of changir>g the fuel supplied to the engine. When all of the typical Mercury 
production engines and the Mercury Racing products are included (inboards and outboards), engines from 86cc, 2.5HP 
up to 9.1 L 1350HP twin turbo configurations are produced. Mercury outboards (the focus of this study) range in output 
and design frcxn the 2.5HP splash lubricated carbureted four-stroke engines to 350HP supercharged EFi four-stroke 
and 300HP direct fuel injected two-stroke engines. If stemdrive/inboard engines are considered, the technology list gets 
even broader. The non-racing stemdrive products range from 135HP carbureted 4 stroke to 430HP closed-loop 
catalyzed EFi 4 stroke with onboard diagnostics. The sales volumes of marine engines may be much smaller than 
autcxootive or small offroad utility engines, but the range of power (nearly 3 orders of magnitude) and the range of 
available technology of marine engines is much wider than these other categories individualiy. 

The marine application requires an engine that has high power density and remains durable at high speeds and loads. 
It is important to minimize the amount of weight added to the vessel from the powertrain to maximize the payload and 
minimize drag. Boat hull drag is considerable at typical boat operating speeds resulting in high engine speeds and loads 
for extended periods. The result of these factors leads to engir^es which are high performance and made from premium 
materials. Changing the fuel specification must be carefully considered to assure that durability is not sacrificed. Figure 
1 illustrates the power density of the Verado engine (the 300HP supercharged EFI engine family used in this study) 
compared to automotive engines that were contemporary when the Verado engine was introduced for the 2005 model 
year. Figure 2 shows a relative comparison of the vehicle load curves of a boat with a planing hull to an automobile. 
The likelihood of experiencing problems as a result of extended operation at or near WOT are far more pronour>ced on a 
marine engine than an automotive engine due to the great diffeiwce in vehicle toad curves. 
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Figure 1 : Power to Weight Comparison, Scatter Band Data Provided by FEV (FEV Motorentechnik GmbH)'’ 
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Figure 2; Example Load Curve Comparison (Automotive data - source 2. boat load data - internal Mercury source) 


Investigation Details 


Statement of Profcrf^: 

Procedure: 

The engine testing process began by preparing each engine. This included instrumentation of the test engines as well 
as performing some basic checks (varied by engine type). The instrumentation process included installation of an 
exhaust emissions probe that met the requirements of the EPA 40 CFR Part 91 regulations. 

Each engine was rigged onto an appropriate dynamometer and a break-in process was performed. The break-in 
consisted of increasing speed and ioad settings for approximately 2.5 hours total duration and was performed on EO 
gasoline for all engines. This was followed by a power run to determine the wide open throttle (WOT) performance of 
each engine. The power run was performed on EO gasoline on ail engines and also on E15 fuel for only the E15 test 
engines. The power run included speed points from 2000RPM up to the maximum rated speed of the engine. 

Once the WOT performance was checked, emissions testing was performed using reference-grade EO gasoline (EEE 
fuel: EPA Tier II emissions reference grade fuel). The emissions tests were done in triplicate to check repeatability and 
were run in accordance with the EPA requirements set forth irr 40 CFR Part 91 . Emissions tests were also performed on 
the E15 engines in triplicate using the E15 test fuel. Although this E15 test fuel was not blended from the reference- 
grade EO gasoline, these tests provide some comparison of exhaust emissions between EO and El 5 while minimizing 
engine-to-engine variability. 

Following the above emissions checks, each engine was prepared for the durability testing. This included doing a basic 
visual inspection as well as some genera! engine power cylinder integrity checks (example: compression test and 
cylinder leak-down). These integrity checks were also repeated at the durability mid-point and end-of-life test point as 
we!!. 

The first half of the durability test was then performed. Each engine was rigged in Mercury’s indoor Test Center, which 
consisted of large endurance test tanks, air supply systems, and data acquisition systems. Each engine was fitted with 
the appropriate propeller to operate the engine approximately in the midpoint of the rated speed range at wide oper 
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throttle. The engine instrumentation was continuously monitored and the data was recorded for the duration of the 
endurance test Operationa! shutdown limits were placed cn critical channels (min/max engine speed, max ccwlant 
temperature, etc) to monitor the health of the engine for the entire durability test period. Periodic maintenance was 
performed on eac^ engine (as appropriate for the engine type; oil level checks and changes, accessory drive belts, etc). 
This maintenance was performed in an accelerated manner as compared with typical customer maintenance intervals 
since the durability testing causes accelerated wear as ctxnpared with typical customer use. These protocols are typical 
of those used by Mercury for any durability test 

Once the first half of the durability testing was completed, each engine was rigged on the dynamometer again. 
Emissions tests on the appropriate fuel{s) were performed according to the procedures described above. The tests 
were again performed in triplicate to be able to evaluate r^seatabiiity. Each engine also got a visual inspection and the 
genera) engine power cylinder integrity checks before being returned to durability testing. 

After the midpoint emissions testing was competed, each ^gine was returned to the Indoor Test Center endurance 
tank to complete the second half of the durability testing. The testing was performed in the same manner as the first half 
of the durability portion. 

When the durability testing was complete, each engir^e was returned to the dynamometer for post-durability emissions 
tests on the appropriate fue!(s). A post-endurance WOT performance power run was also performed to compare with 
the pre-durability power run. 

Finally, after ail running-engine tests were completed, each test engine unden^vent a complete tear-down/disassembly 
and inspection. This inspection included checks and measurements to assess the degree of wear, corrosion issues, 
cracks, etc. on power cylinder components. Emphasis was placed on components that would be at risk due to the 
differences in the fuels (exhaust valves due to exhaust gas temperature differences, for example). 

Test Engine Description: 

The engines used for this testing were all built as new engines cwi the production line and were randomly selected. They 
were not specially built or hand-picked. The choice of engine families to include in this program was based on 
representing a wide range of technology, a range of power output, and a significant annua! production volume. 
The final engine family selection was approved by the Technical Monitor at NREL, Two 4-stroke engine families were 
selected to represent current production engines. A two-stroke engine family was selected to represent “legacy" 
products. Table 1 summarizes each test engine configuration. 

The 9.9HP four-stroke engine is used on a wide range of applications from small fishing boats, inflatable boats, and as a 
"kicker" engine. A “kicker" engine is an auxiliary engine used for low speed boat maneuvering while fishing on a large 
boat which includes a larger engine (150+HP) for the main propulsion. The 9.9HP engine is considered a portable 
engine. It was selected for this testing due to high sales volume and the fact that it represents the typical architecture for 
many of Mercury’s small carbureted four-stroke offerings. It should be noted that the settings for the carburetors on both 
of the 9.9HP test engines were set and sealed at the carburetor manufacturer. They were not tampered with by any 
Mercury personnel and were run just as they would if they were used by the end customer. The only adjustment 
allowed was the idle throttle stop to set the idle speed, which is the only adjustment a customer has access to. 

The Verado engine is considered the “flagship" outboard product at Mercury Marine. The non-Racang version used in 
this study is available in power outputs ranging from 200-300HP. These engines are used on boats with single, dual, 
triple, and even quad engine installations ranging from multi-engine offshore fishing boats & US Coast Guard patrol 
boats, high speed bass boats, ail the way to commercial fishing vessels and ferry boats. The supercharged 300HP 
Verado was selected for testing due to the high performance nature of its design and the demands of this market 
segment. The Verado engines had an open loop electronic fuel injection system with no user adjustment possible. 

The 200HP EF! two-stroke engine represents the "legacy” two-stroke products. The 2.5L platform has been the basis 
for carbureted, crankcase ftiei injected (which is the case for the test engines used), and direct cylinder injection models. 
The platfonn has roots that can be traced back to the 1970’s. This engine was selected for testing because of the large 
number of engines that have been built off of this platfonn over the last several decades and that it represents the typical 
architecture for a variety of Mercury's two-stroke product. An engine configuration with an EFI fuel system was selected 
to improve consistency in testing. The 2.5L 200HP EFI engine had an open loop electronic fuel injection system with no 
user adjustment possible. 
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Table 1: Test Engine Specifications 


Engine Family 

9,9HP Four-Stroke 

Verado 

200HP EFi 

Gas Exchange Process 

Four-Stroke 

Four-Stroke 

Two-Stroke 

Power Rating at Prop 

9.9HP 

300HP 

200HP 

Cylinder Configuration 

inline 2 Cylinder 

Inline 6 Cylinder 

60 Degree V-6 Cylinder 

Displacement 

0,209 Liter 

2.59 Liter 

2.51 Liter 

Fuel Induction System 

Single Carburetor 
w/Accelerator Circuit, 2 Valve 
per Cylinder, Single Overhead 
Cam 

Supercharged Electronic Fuel 
Injected 4 Valve per Cylinder, 
Dual Overhead Cam, 

Electronic Boost Control, 
Electronic Knock Abatement 
Strategy 

Electronic Fuel Injected with 

Oil injection, Loop Scavenged 
Porting, Crankcase Reed 
induction, Electronic Knock 
Abatement Strategy 

Dry Weight 

108 lbs/49 kg 

635 lbs /288 kg 

425 lbs/ 193 kg 

Fuel Octane 

Requirement 

87 Octane R+M/2 Minimum 
Required 

92 Octane R+M/2 
Recommended. 87 Octane 
R+M/2 Minimum Required 

87 Octane R+M/2 Minimum 
Required 


Test Fuel Description: 

The fuels used in the endurance testing were intended to be representative of typical pump-grade fuels that could be 
commonly available to the general consumer The primary factors in sourcing the E15 test fuel were consistency of fuel 
properties for the duration of testing, consistency of ethanol content at 15%, octane performance that met specific 
requirements for each test engine, and a representative distillation curve to match charge preparation characteristics. 
The E15 test fuel was splash blended by our fuel supplier in one batch to ensure consistency throughout testing. The 
EO and El 5 endurance fuels were sourced from different suppliers; as such there were likely differences in the additive 
packages (including the concentration of additives) of the fuels. Since the primary duty cycle was wide open throttle 
endurance, the additive package differences likely had little influence on the test. Since the Verado engine had a 
premium fuel recommendation, the E15 fuel was blended at a target of 91 octane [R+MJ/2. The blend stodt used was a 
typical pump-grade fuel that the supplier used for retail distribution. The EO fuels used for the endurance testing were 
also typical pump-grade fuels that the fuel supplier had available for distribution. Both a Regular (87 octane [R+MV2) 
and a Premium (91 octane [R+M]/2) fuel supply were maintained at Mercury for testing on this program and all other 
internal Mercury test programs. The emissions tests on EO fuel were all performed using EPA Tier II EEE fuel sourced 
from specialty manufacturer Johann Haltermann Ltd. 

Samples of several of the test fuels were sent to outside laboratortes for analysis. The parameters that were considered 
were: the distillation curve (ASTM D86)^ Research and Motor Octane (ASTM D2699^ and D2700®). density, and API 
gravity, in addition, NREL measured etharwl content via the Grabner IROX 2000 Gasoline Analyzer and ASTM D5501 
for the E1 5 fuel. The Grabner IROX 2000 measures ethanol via infrared spectroscopy (per ASTM 5845 ) and is valid in 
the range of 0 - 25% ethanol. The ASTM 5501® method uses gas chromatography and is only valid for high levels of 
ethanol (93% to 97% ethanol); it was used here only as a reference, in-house fuel samples were also taken and 
analyzed on the Petrospec GS-1000 analyzer. This analyzer was used to estimate the octane and measure the 
oxygenate concentration. Like NREL's Grabner IROX 2000, the Petrospec GS-IOOO operates on the infrared 
spectroscopy concept and determines the ethanol concentration (up to 15%) per ASTM D5845 . The results from the 
Petrospec machine were used as reference values only, primarily for quality control. 

Table 2 shows the various measurements made on the test fuels from the different measurement iaboratories. The 
majority of the parameters were within expected ranges for the tolerance of the measurements used. The ASTM 
D550r procedure used at NREL showed that the ethanol concentration was 18%. The results from the 2 infrared 
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spectroscc^y measurements from both NREL arri Mercury showed concentrations of approximately 14%, The results 
from the 2 methods bracket the target concentration of 15%. which was the actual concentration that the fuel was 
blended to at the fuel supplier. Only one sample of E15 was analyzed, which was valid since ail of the E15 fuel was 
blended in one batch. The data sets from the 87 octane bulk/pump fuel and the 91 octane buik/pump fuel used on 
endurance, and the data from the EEE were from one load of fuel of the multiple loads of fuel of each type used during 
the duration of the testing. 


Table 2: Fuel Analysis Results 


Fuel Analysis 


El 5 Fuel 

mm 

87 Bulk Fuel 



Sample Date 


ilM'IH 


10/15/2010 

iHU'WWi'MI 

inri'iwuM 

Pue! Analysis i^erlonned at Outside 
Laboratory 







Research Octane (ASTM D2699) 

RON 

95,7 

97 2 

89.6 


93.4 

Motor Octane (ASTM D2700) 


86.3 

88 5 

646 


87.5 



91.0 

92.9 


iiiiiiiiiiiiimn^g 

90,45 





■■IHHH 


'■■■■■HH 


_k9^L 

0.752 

■HBIEEZ^^H 


■■■■■^H 




56.5 


■■■■■■ 


■■■■■■■ 




■■■■■■1 


■■■■■■ 


Ethanol Content (ASTM D5501) 

% 

18+M% 



■■■■■■■1 


Ethanol Content (IROX analyzer) 

% 

14% 




■■■■■■■ 








Petrospec analyzer 

(El 5 data ave, of 2 samples) 








■EHli 

14.1% 

0 

0 



RON 


95.7 

96.8 

89.4 

92.9 




84.7 

87.7 

83.3 

87 2 



■EH 

90.2 

91.7 

66.4 

90,1 



^^■■11 






Kfiid Vapor Htessure (Mercury analysis) 

PS! 

85 

9.0 

10.8 

10.7 



The distillation curves for the various test fuels were also measured. The results can be seen in Figure 3 below. The 
data shown in Figure 3 were from the actual test fuels used in this testing. The distillation curve from the E15 fuel 
showed a large step change in the region of the bc«ling point of ethanol, as was expected. 
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DistHiation Curve Comparison, ASTM D86 


10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Percent Recovered (%) 


-EISFuei — ■ — S(1Q/8/10-Haltermar?nData) , ■ 

- 87 Bulk Fuel (Sairpie 10-15-10) F\jre Shanol Boiling Fbint i j 


Figure 3: Distillation Curves of Test Fu^s 


Engine Testing Results 


Four-Stroke: 

Endurance Test Results 

The endurance testing on the 9.9HP engine family precipitated no significant failures. There were no incidents related to 
the test ftjels reported on either engine. There were several parameters measured at the start, middle, and end of test to 
check the general health of the engine during the course of the ^durance test. These included cranking compression, 
power cylinder leakdown. cam timing, and valve lash. All of these parameters remained relatively unchanged through 
the course of testing within the repeatability of the measurement techniques used. Several fuel-effect differences 
between the test engines, however, were discovered during the end of test teardown and inspection. These differences 
are summarized in the section below. 

Emissions Testing Results 

A summary of the emissions results are shown in Figure 4 below, with the 5 mode total weighted specific HC+NOx 
values plotted on the Y axis and the amount of endurance time on each engine plotted on the X axis. Each data point 
on the curve represents the average emissions value of the 3 emissions tests performed at each interval. The error bars 
represent the minimum and maximum values of the 3 emissions tests at each interval. The dashed yellow line shows 
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the data from the EO engine (serial numb«’ 0R364814). The sdid red and blue lines show the emissions data from the 
E15 engine (serial number 0R352904) using E15 and EO (EEE) fuels, respectively. Figure 4 shows that the EO engine 
had significantly lower emissions than the E15 engine when ain on the same fuel. After reviewing the history of the 
emissions audits on this engine family dating back to fts infrodiK^n in 2005, both of these engines were within normal 
productbn variability. 


Average HC+NOx Emissions Output: 9.9HP 4 Stroke 
EEE and EISFuel 


0 er 90 120 150 180 210 240 270 300 3J0 i 

Endurance Time [Hour^ 

£15 Engine EEE — • — E15 Engine E15 Fuel EO Engine EEE Fuel i 


Figure 4: 9.9HP Four-Stroke HC+NOx Emissions Results Summary 

In order to better understand the emissions output, the HC. NOx, and CO constituents were broken out and plotted 
separately in Figures 5, 6, and 7 respectively. The values for each constituent are the five mode totals of each. 

Figures 5 and 6 show that the HC emissbns predominantly defined the overall trends and variability in the total HC+NOx 
trends seen in Figure 4. The NOx date shown in Figure 6 had low test-to-test variability and the values were relatively 
flat (perhaps slightly declining for the E15 engine on E15 ftiel) over the life of both engines. 
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Average HC Emissions ^^ut: 9,9HP 4 Stroke 
EEEand El 5 Fuel 



-30 0 30 60 90 120 150 180 210 240 270 300 330 ; 


Endurance Time pHours] 


— E15 Engine EEE - »■■■■ E1S Engine E15 Fuel EO Engine EEE Fuel 


Figure 5; 9.9HP Four-Stroke HC Emissions Resufts Summary 



Figure 6: 9,9HP Four-Stroke NOx Emissions Results Summary 

There was a general downward trend in CO over endurance time for the E15 engine on both fuels, 
some reduction in CO between 0 and 150 hours and remained relatively flat from 150 to 300 hours, 
CO would suggest that the engines were running leaner since the primary driver for changing the 
typically the equivalence ratio. 


The EO showed 
The reduction in 
CO emissions is 
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Average CO Emissions Output: 9.dHP 4 Stroke 
EEEandEISFuei 



w 300 
n 

E 

250 


200 

-30 0 30 60 90 120 150 180 210 240 270 300 330 

Endurance Time [Hour^ 

— E15 Engine EEE — • — E15 Engine E15 Fuel EO Engine EEE Fuel i 


Figure 7: 9.9HP Four-Stroke CO Emissions Results Summary 


The enleanment over time trend predicted from the CO data in Figure 7 was confirmed in Figures 8 and 9 for both the 
EQ and E1 5 engines operated on EEE-EO fuel in both cases. The interesting thing to note was that the primary modes 
that became leaner were modes 4 and 5. During the end of test inspection on both engines, wear on the throttle plates 
was found on the sides where the throttle shafts went through the carburetor bodies. The wear caused gaps around the 
throttle plates which allowed excess air to enter the engines at low throttle opening positions (high manifold vacuum), 
which included Modes 4 and 5, The amount of wear found was considered normal for the amount of endurance time 
the engines experienced and was found on both engines. 


It should be noted that the E1 5 engine ran leaner than the EO engine when operated on EEE-EO fuel, as can be seen in 
Figures 8 and 9 from a comparison of the “0 hour” equivalence ratios of both engines, This difference in equivalence 
ratio is considered to be in the norma! production variability of this carbureted engine family, 




Figures 8 & 9; Change in Equivalence Ratio vs. Endurance Time-EEE Fuel on EO engine and E1 5 Engine 
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In addition, the equivalence ratio vs, endurance time data was plotted for the E15 engine when operated with E15fuel in 
Figure 10. The graph shows the same frond of leaner opeation vs. endurance time for Modes 4 and 5, as expected. 
However, when looking at the equivalence ratio values generated by the engine at Mode 5, it is clear that the engine ran 
very lean after 300 hours of endurance. This lean operadon was tfie result of the inherent enleanment from the El 5 fuel 
coupled with the trend of the engine to operate leaner wltt> more endurance time due to the throttle plate wear. 


Equivalence Ratio Change vs. Endurance Time, 
0R352904 "E15 Engine" E15 Fuel 
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o 

1.3 



■s 

1,25 



a: 




« 

1-2 ■ 



c 

1,15 











3 

c 

1.05 

ipHj|||||y||yHjjjjnjj{jjP|n|m 

M||||l|i|}M 

Ui 

Lean 

1 

0,95 


III iiiiilliiiiM 


112 3 

4 5 i 




Mode Point 




; - 0 Hour — 150 Hour 

300 Hour 


Figure 10; Change in Equivalence Ratio vs. Endurance Time*E1 5 Fuel on E15 Engine 

It is clear that both engines ran leaner with more endurance time, yet the HC emissions increased (on average) for the 
E15 engine using E15 fuel (see Figure 5). To get more understanding, the hydrocarbon emissions results from each 
individual emissions test were plotted out in Figures 11-13 for the E15 tests at 0, 150, and 300 hours of endurance, 
respectively. The difference in HC at the 300 hour emissions check was caused by the Mode 5 (idle) point as Figure 1 3 
shows. The high variability of HC emissions at Mode 5 may have been caused by poor run quality leading to intermittent 
misfire as the equivalence ratio trended forth©’ lean of stoidiiometric (<0.925) with increasing run time. 
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Hydrocarbon Emissions^ro Hour Tests, Hydrocart)on Eniiasions-150 HourTests, 

0R3529tI4"E15 Engine" E15 Fuel 0R352904 "E15 Engine" E15 Fuei 



Hydrocarbon Emissions400 HourTests, 
0R352gO4 "E1S Engine" E1S Fuel 



—♦—Run 7 Run 8 Run 9 


Figures 11, 12, and 13: Hydrocarbon Emissions Outputs for Each Emissions Test, E15 Engine on E15 Fuel 
Engine Performance Comparison 

The power and torque data from the EO 9.9HP engine is shown in Figure 14 below. [Note: All power and torque curves 
were normatized to a set torque and power to make consistent comparisons possible across different engines, fuels, and 
amount of endurance time. The highest power and torque values generated on any of the tests were used as the 
reference power and torque setting and the runs were normalized back to these values,] There was a clear trend of 
increasing power and torque with more endurance time on the EO engine. There was an increase of 3.2% in peak 
power and a 2.1 % increase in peak torque when comparing the zero hour test with the 300 hour test. Similar graphs for 
the E15 engine are shown in Figure 15 on the EO-EEE fuel and in Figure 16 on the E15 fuel. Figures 15 and 16 show 
that there was generally a trend of decreasing power andtor torque with more endurance time on the E15 engine. On 
the EO-EEE fuel ther^e was no change in peak power, but a loss of 1% peak torque when comparing the zero hour test 
with the 300 hour test on the E15 engine. Results on E15 fuel were similar, with a loss of peak power of 0.9% and a 
loss of peak torque of 2.1 % when comparing the zero hour test with the 300 hour test. The mechanism that caused the 
EO engine to have increasing power vs. endurance time and the E15 engine to have decreasing power vs. endurance 
time is unclear. 


Page 16 of 52 



518 


Figure 17 shows a comparison of the fuel’s effect on the engine performance. The E15 fue! power run shows more 
torque generation throughout the speed range tested. There is ^i^roximately 1 ,75% more torque (and therefore, more 
power) on average throughout the speed range. Due to the enteanment from the fue! change, the engine may have 
been operating in a range closer to the Lean Best Twque on the E15 fuel and/or the volumetric efficiency may have 
been improved due to the additional charge cooling afforded by the heat of vaporization difference of the fuels. Figure 
1 8 shows the difference in exhaust gas temperatures during the same power runs on the 2 different fuels. There was an 
approximately IT^C increase in EGT on both c^inders due to the enieanment from the E15 fuel. 


Normalized Power and Torque Output 
EO Engine on EO-EEE Fuel, 9.9HP 4 Stroke 0R364814 
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Figure 14; EO Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check Intervals 
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Normalized Power and Torque Output 
E1S Engine on EO-EEE Fuel, 9.9HP 4 Stroke 0R352904 
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Figure 15: E15 Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check intervals-EEE-EO Fuel 


Normalized Power and Torque Output 
E1S Engine on E15 Fuel, 9.9HP 4 Stroke 0R352904 
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Figure 16: E15 Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check lnterva!s-E15 Fuel 
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Normalized Pov^rand Torque Output 


E15 Engine Fuel Comparison, 9.9HP 4 Stroke 0R352904 
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Figure 17: El 5 Engine Power and Torque Output, Zero Hour Check-EO-EEE Fuel vs. E15 Fuel 
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Exhaust Gas Tenperature Comparison 
0R3529O4 E15 Engine, \^rious Fuels 
Zero Hour WOT Power Run 



Figure 18: E15 Engine-Exhaust Gas Temperature Comparison, Zero Hour Check-EO-EEE Fueivs. E15 Fuel 


End of TestTeardown and Inspection 


When the running engine testing was compiled, the engines were disassembled and inspected. The main areas of 
focus were looking for signs of wear or deterioration and also material compatibility issues, 

Upon initial inspection, there were indications that some of the main engine components on the E15. engine were 
subjected to higher operating temperatures. There w^ more carbon deposits observed on the undercfown area of the 
pistons and the small end of the connecting rod, suggesting that the pistons were operating at a higher temperature. 
Comparisons of the pistons and rods can be seen in Figures 19 and 20, respectively. 
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Figure 20: Small End of Connecting Rod Carbon Deposit Comparison, EO on Left, E15 on Right 

Although there were no indications of fuel pump failure during engine test, the mechanical fuel pumps were also 
disassembled and inspected following testing to look for abnormal signs of wear or degradation. The chedc valve 
gasket on the E15 engine showed signs of deterioration compared with that from the EO engine. The gasket from the 
E1 5 pump had a pronounced ridge formed in the area that “hinged” when the check valve was in operation (see notes in 
Figure 21). The E15 gasket material in the area that seated the ch^k valve also had signs of wear that were more 
advanced than the EO gasket. There was a significant amount materia! transfer from the gasket to the plastic check 
valve that it sealed as shown in Figure 22. Both fuel pumps were e>pDsed to their respective test foels for a period of 
approximately 2 months. More investigation is necessary to understand the effects of long term exposure of these 
components. It should be noted that the fuel pump flow performance was not tested. There were no indications that 
there was a problem with the fuel pump befcwe disassembly. Once foe deterioration was noted during teardown, it was 
determined that measuring the flow p^fomiance after disassembly and subsequent reassembly would have likely 
introduced error in the measut^ment 
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Figure 22: Fuel Pump Check Valve Comparison, EO on Left. E1 5 on Right 


Due to the visible differences in some of the engines’ metal components, several components were sent to the in-house 
metallurgy lab for further analysis. Results of this analysis are included in Table 3. The Vickers hardness test was 
performed using a Clemet Microhamess Tester with a conversion to the Rockwell C scale where applicable (on steel 
parts), The Brinetl scale was used for the aluminum parts, as they are much softer than the steel parts. The values 
shown were the average of 3 measurements for each component with the exception of the valve bridge in the cylinder 
head where only 2 measurements were taken. However, due to the fact that only 1 component from each engine on the 
2 fuels was tested the results have no statistical significance and should be taken as an indicator only. Also, no 
hardness measurements were taken on the components prior to testing so there was likely some nomial part-to-part 
variability in hardness as the components were originally manufactured. 

Taking all of these issues into consideration there were indications that some of the components had different hardness 
values. These differences were most likely related to the continuous operating t^iperatures of the components, The 
most notable differences were the pistons, the valve bridge in the cylinder head and the intake valve stems. The piston 
measured from the E15 engine had a hardness value apiwoximately 13.2% lower than the piston from the EO engine. 
This would suggest that the El 5 piston experienced a higher operating temperature, as expected due to the lean 
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operation. The carbon deposits on the underside of the piston due to oil coking also suggest the E15 pistons were 
njnning hotter as noted previously. The int^e \raive stem measurements showed an approximately 12% difference in 
hardness, with the EO engine having the lower values. This difference would suggest that the EO intake valve stems 
were njnning hotter during operation than the E15. This difference was likely due to the charge-air cooling effect of 
ethanol in the E15 fuel resulting in cooling of the intake port and leading to lower intake valve stem temperatures. The 
evaporative cooling in the intake port could also explan why the valve bridge hardness measurements indicated that the 
valve bridge on the E15 engine had lower operating temperatures evidenced by the roughly 1 1 % higher hardness value. 
The other measurements showed differences that were IStely within the repeatability of the measurements and the 
manufacturing variability so no conclusions could be drawn from them. 

The piston is generally a higher-stressed component than the intake valve. The reduction in hardness of the intake 
valve for the EO engine is not likely to increase feilure rates since ffiis engine family was qualified for EO operation as a 
baseline. However, if the reduction in hardness of the piston with El 5 fuel was found to be a statistically significant 
result, El 5 fuel usage might increase the failure rate of this conponent. 

Table 3: Hardness Measurements on Various 9.9HP Four-Stroke Engine Components 


9.9HP Four Stroke 

Hardness 

Scale 

EO 

0R364814 

E15 

0R352904 

Percent 

Difference 

Piston, Cvl 1 

■nms 

91.0 

79.0 



HIHHi 

mniimiBi 

HBHBHHI 

HHIHH 

Connecting Rod. Small End Cv! 1 

■ESEH 

112.0 

IIHHiliEHHl 

0.0% 


HHHH 

BimiiiiiiBi 


llllllllllllllll^ 

Exhaust Valve Stem. Cyl 1 

Rc 

21.7 

22.1 

-2.0% 






Exhaust Valve Head, Cvl 1 

Rc 

30.1 

30.7 



HHHH 




Valve Bridge in Cvl. Head, Cvl 1 

■EIEH 

83.0 

92.0 







Intake Valve Stem, Cyl 1 

Rc 

33.0 

36,9 




mUBBHIH 

mumumi 


Intake Valve Head, Cyl 1 

Rc 

39.6 

39.1 



Verado 300HP Supercharged Four-Stroke: 

Endurance Test Results 

Several engine feilures occurred during endurance testing on the Verado engines, two of which were not related to the 
fuel and one of which may have been associated with the use of E15 fuel. The two non-fuel-related engine failures 
included a casting defect and a test facility induced failure. A third engine failure, involving failed exhaust valves is 
believed to have been caused by the E15 fuel. Failure mechanisms are described in detail below. 

EO Engine #1 -Casting Defect : The first engine to fail was the EO Verado-serial number 1 B81 2775. At 177 hours of WOT 
endurance (204.2 total engine hours) the engine was shut down fw a routine oil check. An excessive amount of water 
was found In the oil. The engine was disassembled and the m^or components were pressure checked. A leak path 
was discovered from the water jacket to the intake port on one cylinder. The cylinder head was sectioned and an oxide 
fold line from the casting process was discovered. This defect was present from the time of the original casting process 
and took thermal cycling, load, and time to cause a leak. It was in no way associated with the fuel. 

EO Engine #2-Test Facility-induced Failure: An additional engine was obtained to replace the original EO engine and this 
engine was given the serial number 1B821775A- This engine did the initial dyno tests and was put on endurance. After 
88.7 hours of WOT endurance (98 total engine hours), the engine was automatically shutdown by the endurance facility 
control system for low exhaust gas temperature. Investigation showed water entering the exhaust stream. The engine 
was then disassembled and a significant amount of mineral deposits were found in the cooling passages, espedally in 
the exhaust collector on the cylinder head. See Figure 23. (Note; For a coolant fluid, outboard engines draw in water 
from the body of water they are operating in, which in this case was the endurance test tank.) An interaction between 
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the pH and hardness of the water in the test tank ca^ated conditions that precipitated out minerais (primarily caicite) 
when exposed to the elevated temperatures in the coding passage, especially near the exhaust collector. The blocked 
passages prevented adequate cooling in the exhaust cdiector, which eventually failed the head gasket and allowed 
water to enter into the exhaust stream. See Figure 24. ft should be noted that these water chemistry conditions were 
specifically caused by the test facility water condiftoning and would not be something that the engine wcxjid experience 
in real-worid use. 


Figure 23: Mineral Deposits in Cooling Jacket EO Verado 1B812775A 



Figure 24: Verado Cylinder Head Indicating Where HeaJ Gasket Failure Occurred. EO Verado 1B812775A 


E15 Engine. At 285 hours of endurance operation (323 total engine hours), the E15 Verado test engine (serial number 
1B812776) was noted to have rough idle after restarting shorty after maintenance was performed. A compression 
check was perfomied showing no compression on cylinder 3. During disassembly a broken exhaust valve was found in 
cylinder #3. Further investigation found that the other exhaust valve on cylinder 3 had developed a crack, as well as one 
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of the exhaust valves in cylinder 6. See Figures 25 and 26. NOTE; The images shown in Figure 26 of the cracked 
exhaust valves had been cleaned of deposits prior to photography. 



Figure 26: Cracked Valves from E 1 5 Verado 1 B81 2776. Bottom Valve in Cyl. 3 Left, and T op Valve in Cyl. 6 Right 

The cracked valves and several valves without cracks from the E15 Verado were analyzed in Mercury's materials 
laboratory. The cracked valves were visually Inspected with an optical stereoscope. The fatigue initiation sites were 
clearly identified. Figure 27 shows an example of the images of the initiation sites from the bottom exhaust valve from 
cylinder 3. 
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Figure 27: Fatigue Initiation Sites on Cylinder 3 Bottom Exhaust Valve, E15 Verado 1B812776 

tn addition to finding the fatigue initiation sites, the failed valves were checked for hardness. The cracked valves from 
the E15 engine were found to have hardness values much lower than new valv^ and below the minimum print 
specificaticxi erf a new valve. Other sample valves were collected and analyzed from WOT endurance Verado engines 
that wem run on EO pump fuel during the same general timeframe as the E1 5 engine was run. in addition, samples of 
new valves were also acquired and analyzed. The hardness measurements shewed that the valves from the engines 
operated CM1 EO fuel were actually harder than the new valves. The summary of hardness measurements are shown in 
Table 4. Note; Ail of the measurements were taken in the Rockwell A scale and converted to the Rockwell C scale due 
to the fact ttiat the samples were mounted and polished to perfarm hardness irreasurements in the center of the cross 
sedbn. This would negate any hardness effects from the mounting material. 

Table 4: Verado Exhaust Valve Hardness Measurement Summary 


Valve Description 

Hardness (HRC) 

E15;1B812776 Cyl 3 Bottom 

22 

E15;1B812776 CvI6Tod 

22 

E0:1B812775 Cv! 3 Bottom 

37.5 

EO; 1B812775 Cyl 3 Top 

36-5 

EO; 1B812775ACvi3Top 

38 


37.5 

New Valve #1 

34.5 

New Valve #2 

34.5 

New Valve #3 

33 

New Valve #4 

33 

New Valve #5 

33.5 


The Verado exhaust valves are made from Inconel 751, which is a heat-treatable alloy. This trait was used to estimate 
the metal temperatures experienced by the valves. The valve hardness data in Table 4 collected from the EO engines 
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suggested that the metai temperatures e>?5^enced during option were in a range that ailowed age-hardening of the 
metal to make the valves increase in hardness. The hardness values of the E15 engine valves suggests that they 
were operating in a temperature regime that significantly reduced Hie hardness, in order to understand the hardness 
versus temperature, the new valves that w&e hardness chedced were heated in an oven for 24 hours at various 
temperatures and then hardness was checked again. Figure 28 shows the results from the oven heating operation on 
the new valves, in Figure 28, the blue line shows the hardness data of the new valves before heat treatment and the red 
line shows the hardness data of the valves after heating. At metal temperatures above 870°C, the vafv^ showed a 
dramatic decline in hardness according to this test date. The data suggest that the exhaust valves from the E1 5 engine 
may have experienced temperatures nearing 900'’C. 

One possible mechanism by which the E15 exhaust valves have experienced such high temperatures would be a 
disnjption of valve cooling during the portion of the cycle where the valve should be fully seated. During inspection, it 
was noted that several cam lobes showed wear and marking on the base circle portion of the lobe indicating that the 
exhaust valves had run out of lash. This suggested that excessive wear or valve head defomiation may have occurred 
during operation, which caused the lash to diminish. This would have prevented the valve from seating properly 
resulting in a significant valve temperature increase due to lack of cooling on the seat. The valves or seats may have 
also had accelerated wear to diminish Uie lash due to lack of lubricity of the E15 fuel or because of the elevated 
temperatures caused by the lean operation on E15 ftie!. In addition, if the exhaust valves were e)q5eriencing higher 
operating temperatures due to the higher exhaust gas temperatures from using E15 fuel, the overall length of the valve 
would be slightly longer. This longer length during operafion would also reduce the amount of lash in the valvetrain and 
make the engine more prone to base circle contact on ttie cam. Plots comparing the measured cold valve lash over the 
course of endurance between the EO and E1 5 engines are shown in Figures 32 and 33 below. 


Verado Exhaust Valve Heat Treatment Test, New Valves, 
24 Hour HeatTreatment Duration 
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Figure 28; Heat Treatment Test of New Verado Valves 
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F^ure 6.8 Example of valve fillet fractures due to overstress, 
at elevated temperatures, and a corrosive environment; the arrow 
shows the crack initiation site at the fillet (Wang et aL). 


Figure 29; Exhaust Valve Failure from Literature Research Showed Similar Failure Mechanism ® 

Simitar failure mechanisms were found in a literature search as shown in Figure 29. The failure is noted as a classic 
over-temperature failure. ‘High temperatures and a corrosive environment at the exhaust fillet substantially weaken the 
valve strength.”^ from; Introduction to Engine Vaivetrains by Yushu Wang 

Extensive development went into the valvetrain on this high-output engine. Upgrading the. engine to account for higher 
exhaust gas temperatures due to a wider range of fuel prcf^erties would not be easily accomplished.' The current 
production Verado exhaust valve is Inconel 751 . which is categorized in the '’superalloy" material dassification. 

It should be r>oted that the El 5 engine 0B812776) was operating for a period of time when the mineral precipitation 
problem occurred on the second EO engine (1B812775A). However, it is not believed that this contiibutittl to the vah/e 
failure. The, El 5 engine (1B812776) did have some accumulatiOT of precipitation flakes in the exhau^ collector area, 
but not nearly to the extent that the EO engine did. The E15 engine (16812776) was not operating the entire time the EO 
engine (1B812775A) ran when the mineral precipitation problem occurred. The head was sectioned and there were no 
mineral precipitation deposits on cooling jacket surfaces in c^inder 3 where the worst valve failure occurred. See Figure 
30 for a picture of the sectioned h^d from the E15 engine (1B812776) showing no mineral deposits were present, 
Yellow spots in the cooling jacket were anti-corrosion coating from production where the paint did not folly coat interior 
surfaces of the cooling jacket. Figure 31 shows the same sectton of cylinder head from the EO engine {1B812775A) that 
failed due to the mineral precipitation. This EO engine (1B812775A) was also inspected for cracked exhaust valves and 
none were found. In addition, the hardness values of the exhaust valves were measured (see Table 4) indicating that 
the mineral precipitation issue did not affect the valve hardness on the EO engine (1B812775A). There were several 
other Verado engines that were running endurance testing for a different project that failed due to the mineral 
preciprfation issue. Ail other Verado engines that failed due to toe mineral precipifation failed the head gasket in the 
exhaust collector area. 
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ogureSI; Photo of Section of Cylinder 3, EO Verado 1B812775A. Exhaust Ports on Left 
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EO Substitute Engine: in lieu of a completed test on EO fuel, a substitute engine was chosen that had already been 
through endurance testing (serial number 1B828592}. The engine that was used as a substitute had completed 372 
hours of WOT endurance testing and was still Intact. It ran in the same test facility running under the same test 
procedure as ai! other endurance testing as part of this project The engine was used for a gearcase durability test for a 
different project so the rest of the engine was completely stock and built on the production line as were the other engines 
in this project. As such, it provided a suitable replacement for the incomplete EO tests. For reference, the replacement 
engine (1B828592) was on test between the ftrflowing dates: 11/15/2010 through 12/14^2010, The E15 engine 
1B812776 was on test between 9/21/2010 through 11/12/2010. 

As part of routine maintenance and checks during endurance, several valve lash measurements were taken at various 
inten/als on the EO substitute engine. Figures 32 and 33 below show the lash measurements during the course of 
endurance for both the EO substitute engine (1B828592) and the E15 engine (1B812776), respectively. The solid red 
lines in the graph indicate the upper and lower lash spedfication on a new engine. It is dear from the lash 
measurements on the 2 engines that the E15 engine had a significantly faster decline in lash than the EO substitute 
engine. The EO substitute engine had 1 vertve vwth higher lash value at the end of testing. There may have been some 
carbon or other deposits holding this valve off the seat during the measurement. 
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Figure 32: Exhaust Valve Lash (Measured Cold) vs. Endurance Time, EO Substitute Engine 
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Figure 33: Exhaust Valve Lash (Measured Cold) vs. Endurance Time, E15 Engine 
Emissions Testing Results 

Due to failures of both the EO and E15 engines, a complete analysis of the deteriorated emissions was not possible. 
However, with the data available several conclusions could be made. Figure 34 shows a graph of the Verado emissions 
that were collected. As was the case for the 9.9HP emissions date plots, each data point on the curve represents the 
average emissions value of the 3 emissions tests performed at each interval with error bars showing the range of the 3 
emissions tests. The dashed yellow line shows the data from the original EO engine (serial number 1B812775). The 
solid red and blue lines show the emissions data from the E15 engine (serial number 1B812776) using E15 and EO 
(EEE) fuels, respectively. The single point in light blue at 372 hours shows the end of test emissions results for the 
substitute EO engine (EEE fuel, serial number 1B828592). The graph shov^ a generally declining HC+NOx trend for the 
2 original engines which is typical of Verado engines. The declining emissions trends on both engines would suggest 
that the ethanol foel blend did not adversely affect the emissions deterioration on the Verado engine, The most notable 
aspect of the emissions output on the El 5 engine was the fact that the total HC+NOx on E1 5 fuel was above 25 g/kw-hr, 
whereas the value on EEE-EO was 21 .5 g/kw-hr. The Family Emissions Limit (FEL) was set to 22 gdtw-hr for this engine 
family. A Va-ado engine generating 25 g/kw-hr would have failed an emissions audit. The increase in emissions can be 
primarily attributed to a significant increase in NOx due to the lean cperation. Since the Verado is a highly boosted 
engine it is very sensitive to NOx generation due to changes in equivalence ratio, However, there was also an increase 
in HC emissions due to the E15 fuel, which would not be expected with a leaner equivalence ratio. 
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Average HC+NOx Emissions Output: 300HP Verado 
EEE and E15 Fuel 
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Figure 34; 300HP Verado HC+NOx Emissions Results Summary 

in order to better understand the differences in the emissions outputs between the 2 fuels, graphs were made for each 
constituent of interest Figures 35 through 37 show the NOx. HC, and CO emissions differences. The graphs were 
broken down by mode point for emissions tests performed prior to endurance on the E15 engine (1B812776). The 
values shown are the averages of the three repeated runs at “zero" hours. 

Figure 35 shows the NOx emissions trends for the 2 fuels. The main differences were at Modes 1 and 2 which were 
both high load, boosted operating points. The fad that the NOx increased significantly with a lean shift due to the 
ethanol fuel blend was not surprising. Modes 3 and 4 did not show much difference because the engine was calibrated 
near an equivalence ratio of 1 on EO fuel. The NOx trend with respect to equivalence ratio was near the peak at these 
points so a lean shift did not result in a significant change in NOx. Mode 5 was idle so the NOx generation at that point 
was essentially zero. 


Page 34 of 52 



534 


Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions vs. Mode Point, Average of Zero 
Hour Emissions Tests, E15 Engine 1B812776 
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Figure 35; 300HP Verado NOx Emissions Results by Mode Point. Representative Zero Hour Test Data 

The increase in HC output on E15 fu^ was not an expected outcome of the test. Figure 36 highlights the difference tn 
HC emissions between the 2 fuels. The main difference occurred at Mode 3. so further investigation was necessary into 
Mode 3 data specifically. However, it was also apparent that the HC output on E15 fuel was higher at Modes 1-4 
despite the leaner operation from the fuel chemistry. This may suggest that the vaporization of the E15 fuel was inferior 
to that of the EEE fuel leading to poor fuel preparation. This is supported by data from Modes 1 and 2 where NOx and 
CO trends show that the engine did run leaner, yet had higher HC output when operated with E1 5. 

The HC difference at Mode 3 was likely a result of the engine mnning substantially leaner than lean best torque (LBT), 
In this operating region, the Verado engine is calibrated slightly lean of the stoichiometric mixture on EO fuel. With the 
use of El 5 fuel, the engine operates significantly lean of LBT and. therefore, the torque production diminishes 
significantly. As a result, to achieve the specified torque set point for Mode 3 the throttle input had to be increased, 
yielding higher airflow and higher fuel flow. The fuel flow increased nearly 10% for essentially the same torque 
production with E15 fuel. In addition, it was noted that the intake air temperature was 12°C cooler at Mode 3 with E15 
fuel. The cooler charge temperature was likely a result of the increased fuel vaporization cooling effect from the ethanol. 
The cooler temperatures in the intake may have impaired fuel preparation. The higher fuel flow combined with the 
inferior fuel preparation was likely the cause of the high HC output at Mode 3. 
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Hydrocarbon Emissions vs. Mode Point, Average of Zero Hour 
Emissions Tests , E15 Engine 1B812776 

Emissions Output (g/kw-4ir) 



• . , 

5saa5^^ajjjpg5«»?5g5:sr»l«tM£lin0issjNa§HjyunHijll5H!nnH5 

!jjijjHjijj«jjjjjjjjinHsHijg^!iHpSi^lp=?Ha:!!;jjjjjjjjjjjnjjjjH«jjjnjjjjijjjjjnjjjjjjijijijjjjjijjjijj;jnjijjijjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj«ijjjj 

0 1 

2 3 4 5 6 I 

Mode Point 

EO-EEE Fuel -^E15 Fuel j 


Figure 36: 300HP Verado HC Emissions Results by Mode Point, Representative Zero Hour Test Data 

The CO emissions vs, emissions test mode point are shown in Figure 37. There was a significant reduction in CO 
emissions at Modes 1 and 2 when the engine was operated on E15 ftjel. as expected. Modes 1 and 2 are calibrated 
rich of a stoichiometric mixture on EO, so the enieanment from E16 caused a reduction in CO. Modes 3-5 are generally 
insensitive in regard to CO because the operating points are calibrated near the stoichiometric mixture, so leaning the 
engine out due to the fuel had iittle effect at reducing CO relative to the changes seen at Modes 1 and 2. 
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Carbon Monoxide Emissions vs. Mode Point, Average of Zero 
Hour Emissions Tests, E15 Engine 1B812776 
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Figure 37: 300HP Verado CO Emissions Results by Mode Point, Representative Zero Hour Test Data 
Engine Performance Comparison 

Due to the engine failures, a complete comparison of engine performance vs. run time was not possible. The 
normalized power and torque data from the EO Verado is shown in Figure 38. The changes from zero hours to 150 
hours were less than 1% for peak torque (negligible) and a 2.3% reduction in peak power. The EO engine produced less 
power output than the G15 engine when operat^ on the same EO ftjel. This difference of approximately 2% is 
considered normal production engine-to-er\gine variability. 
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Normalized Power and Torque Output 

EO Engine on EO-EEE Fuel, 300HP Verado 1B812775 
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Figure 38; EO Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check Intervals-EEE-EO Fuel 

Power and torque data (normalized) for the El 5 engine on both EEE-EO fuel and E15 fuel is shown in Figure 39. There 
was an improvement in peak torque of 3.0% and in peak power of 1.5% when comparing the zero hour and midpoint 
runs on EO-EEE, The E15 engine showed negligible differences when comparing the midpoint power runs on EO-EEE 
and El 5. It is unclear why this engine seemed unresponsive to the differences in charge cooling afforded by the ^hanol 
blend fuel. Note: There was not a power njn completed on El 5 feel at the initial zero hour measurement, which is why 
the midpoint data is compared in these figures. 
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Normalized Power and Torque Output 
E15 Engine on Both Fuels, SOOHPVerado 1B812776 
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Figure 39; E15 Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check fntervats-EEE-EO and E15 Fuel 

Figure 40 shows the difference in e>tiaust gas temperatures during power runs at the midpoint check on the 2 different 
fuels. There was up to a SO'C increase In EOT when operating on E15 fuel. 


Change in Exhaust Gas Temperature due to 
E15 Use, 300HP Verado 1B812776 
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Figure 40: E15 Engine-Exhausl Gas Temperature Change at Wide Open Throttle, EEE-EO to E1 5 Fuel 
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End of Test Teardown and Inspection 

After ail running engine tests were the engines were disassembled and inspected. There was visual 

evidence that some of the internal componoits from ttie Verado E15 engine had experienced higher operating 
temperatures. 

Upon disassembly, there were differences noted in fte condition of the pistons from the 2 engines. Figure 41 shows 
pictures comparing the pistons from cylinder 2 from each engine. The piston from the El 5 engine had a significantly 
higher- amount of oil staining and carbon deposits than the piston from the EO engine. The staining and deposits were 
noted on nearly every surfece of the E15 pston compared with the EO piston. Additionally, the pistons were sent to the 
metallurgy lab for hardness measurements. The hardness measurements were taken at several locations on the crown 
of the piston as well as a location on the internal portion of the piston just above the wrist pin bore after being sectioned. 
The average crown hardness of the EO F»ston was 67.5 BHN (Brineil Hardness Number) while the E15 piston crown 
was 66.9 BHN. The internal piston hc»-dneBS above the wrist pin bore was 74.1 8HN for the EO piston and 71,5 BHN for 
the E15 engine’s piston. Although the hardness measurements showed no effect of operating temperature on material 
properties, differences in visual appearance suggest that the E15 pistons operated at higher temperatures during 
running than the EO pistons. 



Figure 41 : Piston Carbon Deposit Comparison, Cylinder 2 . EO on Left, E15 on Right 



Figure 42 shows the small end of the connecting rods from each engine. The carbon deposits indicate that the El 5 rods 
likely ran at higher operating temperatures. The carbon deposits on the rods are consistent with the carbon deposits 
observed on the pistons. 
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Figure 42; Connecting Rod Carbon Deposit Comparison, Cylinder 2, EO on Left, E15 on Right 


The exhaust valves were also closely inspected on the substitute EO engine in order to compare with the valves that 
cracked on the E1 5 engine. With 372 hours of endurance aging time accumulated, no cracked valves were discovered 
during inspection under a microscope. The average hardness values of the exhaust valves from cylinder three of the EO 
engine were 37.3 and 37.7 HRC. These values were consistent with other engines that were operated on EO as 
indicated in Table 4. 

During disassembly, the E15 engine was noted as having base circle contact on several of the exhaust cam lobes as 
noted above. The exhaust cam lobes from the substitute EO engine did not show signs of base circle contact. The lash 
measurements shown in Figures 32 and 33 support these observations, A picture showing the difference in wear on the 
base circles of the exhaust cam lobes can be seen in Figure 43. The picture shows the E16 exhaust cam on the right 
and the EO cam on the left. The wear pattern on the E15 exhaust cam lobe is apparent. 
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Figure 43: Exhaust Cam Lobe Base Circle Detail, Cylinder 3, EO on Left, E1 5 on Right 


2CK)EFITw>Stroke: 

Endurance Test Results 

An engine feilure prevented successful completion of the full endurance period for the 200 EFf E1 5 engine. The 200 EFl 
E1S engine failed a rod bearing before the completion of the endurance test. The 200 EFl EO engine completed the 300 
hour endurance test and all post-endurance dynamometer tests. 

The E15 endurance engine failed at 283 total engine hours and had accumulated 256 hours of WOT endurance at the 
time of failure. Upon inspection it was found that the big end connecting rod bearing had foiled on cylinder 3. The rod 
cap was still bolted to the rod after the failure. This engine family uses a fractured rod cap design wth a roller bearing 
(typical for a two-stroke vs. a plain bearing in a four-stroke). Images of the remaining bearing cage and the damaged 
rod along vwth undamaged pieces for reference are shown in Figure 44. No rollers were found during teardown arid 
were likeiy ejected from the bearing and made their way through the power cylinder and out the exhaust. There was 
extensive damage to the top of the piston on cylinder 3 indicating that the rollers went through the power cylinder. Due 
to the extensive damage to the bearing and connecting rod (since It foiled at rated speed, full po\Arer} and the fact that not 
all of the pieces were recovered, root cause of the bearing failure was not conclusively determined. Little is known about 
the effects of etharral blends on oil/foel mixing and dispersbn on total loss lubrication systems, such as the one on this 
engine family. More investigation is needed to understand If ethanol would negatively impact the lubrication systems on 
two-stroke engir>es. 
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Figure 44: 200HP EFl Bearing Failure Pictures 
Emissions Testing Results 

As a result of the engine feilure, a complete set of emissions data was not collected on the 200 EFl. However, 
conclusions can be drawn from the data that were collected. Figure 45 shows a summary of HC+NOx results from the 
emissions test on both engines. As Figure 45 shows, there was more variability in the EO engine than on the E15 
engine. E15 fuel did not have a detrimental effect on emissions degradation on this engine family. It is worth noting that 
of the roughly 120 g/kw-hr of HC+NOx, the NOx contribution is af^roximately 2 g/kw-hr. Since the HC is roughly 98% of 
the total HC+NOx, graphs d^icting the changes In the individual constituents were left out of this report. The relative 
enteanment from the E15 fuel did slightly increase the NOx emissions, but that was not significant in comparison with 
the HC contribution. 

The CO emission results from the 200 EFi engines are shewn in Figure 46. The E15 fuel resulted in lower CO 
emissions, as expected due to the relative enteanment from the difference in fuel chemistry. Both engines and both 
fuels showed the same trend of increasing CO with more endurance time. 
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Average HC+NOx Emissions Output: 200 EFI 2 Stroke 
EEE and El 5 Fuel 
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Figure 45; 200HP Two-Stroke HC+NOx Emission Results Summary 


Average CO Emissions Output: 200 EFI 2 Stroke 
EEE and EISFuel 
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Figure 46: 200HP Two-Strake CO Emission Results Summary 
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Engine Performance Comparison 

The power and torque data (corrected per ISO 3046-1) from the EO 200HP EFI engine are shown in Figure 47- There 
were slight differences in the curves, but the changes from zero hours to 300 hours were less than 1% for both peak 
torque and peak power. 
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Figure 47: EO Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurar>ce Chet* intervais-EEE-EO Fuei 

Data for the E15 engine on both EEE-EO fuel and E15 fuel are shown in Figure 48. A comparison of the output at the 
zero hour and 1 50 hour checks are included. Similar to the EO engine, there was less than a 1 % change from the zero 
hour check to the 150 hour check for both the peak torque and peak horsepower for either fuel. There was an increase 
of approximately 2% in both peak torque and peak power when changing from EO to E15 fuei. The engine may have 
been operating in a range closer to the Lean Best Torque on the El 5 fuel due to the enieanment from the fuel change 
and/or the volumetric efficiency may have been better due to the additional charge cooling of the ethanol fraction. Figure 
49 shows the difference in e)^aust gas temperatures during the same power runs on the 2 different fuels. Since this 
was a 6 cylinder, engine and individual cylinder measuremwts were possible, the average and maximum changes in 
EGT were plotted for clarity. On average use of the El 5 fuel resulted in a 15-20''C increase in EGT in the range of 
frequent steady-state operation (>4500 RPM). The maximum increase in EGT for any individual cylinder when using 
E15was 28*C. 
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Normali*edl Power and Torque Output 
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Figure 48: El 5 Engine Power and Torque Output at Endurance Check intervals-EEE'EO and E15Fuei 


Engine Composite Change in Exhaust Gas Temperature due to 
E15 Usage, 200 EFI Two-Stroke, WOT, 1B810061 
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Figure 49; El 5 Engine-Exhaust Gas Temperature Change at Wide Open Throttle, EEE-EO to El 5 Fuel 
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End of TestTeardown and Inspection 



As was the case for the other engine the man areas of focus during teardown were looking for signs of w^r 

and aiso material compatibility issues. Visual inspectfon.of the components of the 2 engines did not suggest significant 
differences between th^ (aside from the rod bearing feilure). In particular, the bore finish, caft>on deposits, bearings 
from the small and big end of the rod, and main be^fogs were in^>ected ficr signs of mechanical or thermal distress and 
accelerated wear. No significant differences were noted a^ide from slight differences in the appearance of the wist pins, 
as shown in Figure 50. , 


Figure 50: Cylinder 2 Wrist Pin Canpartson. EO on Left, E15 on Right 
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To prowde a more in-d^th analysis, selected components were further inspected. Using the same techhicfues as 
applied to the 9.9HP four-stroke components, the pistons and wrist pins from cylinder 2 on the 200HP EFl two-stroke 
engines were checked for material hardness The results can be seen in Table 5. There were no significant differences 
in the hardness between the wrist pins, but there was a slight difference in hardness of the pistons (6.3%). The lower 
hardness of the piston on the 616 engine suggested it may have been running at higher temperatures. The nature of 
two-streke engines causes them to be very sensifive to piston fit/piston temperature. An increase in piston temperature 
caused by fuel dilferences could cause increased propensity for power cylinder failures for customers. The slight 
difference in hardness was near the limit of repeatability for the test method so the results should be considered an 
indicator only. More testing would be necessary to gain confidence with a statistically significant sample size. 


Table 5: Hardness Measurements on Various 200HP EFl Two-Stroke Engine Components 


2.SL 200HP EFl 

Hardness 

Scale 

EO 

1B86001Q 

E15 

18810061 

Percent 

Difference 

Piston Wrist Pin. Cy! 2 

Rc 

64.7 

54,1 

1.1% 






Piston Crown, Cyl 2 

8HN 

63.0 

59.0 

6.3% 


in addition, the high pressure fuel pumps from both engines were sent to the pump manufecturer for flow testing. There 
were no significant differences in pump output between the 2 pumps, and they were within expected flow ranges for end 
of life components. 
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Additional Testing 

4.3L V6 Catalyzed Stemdrive Emissions Comparison 

Since the E15 fuel and a catalyzed engine were bc^ readily available in the test lab, additional testing was performed 
beyond the test program requirements. Emissions tests were performed on EO-EEEfuel and E15 test fuel to determine 
any immediate impacts of increased ethanol for this engine family. No durability testing was performed. The 4.3L V6 
stemdrive engine (General Motors V6 that was adapted and modified for marine use) was equipped with closed-bop 
electronb fuel injectbn and exhaust catalysts. The standard calibration for this engine in Mode 1 operation (rated speed 
and power) was such that the engine ran rich of stoichiometric to control exhaust gas temperatures. This is a common 
engine control approach to protect components durir)g high power operation. For the type of exhaust gas oxygen 
sensor used on this engine, rich operatbn allows for no feedback control of the fuel air mixture. As such, the engine ran 
open-loop at Mode 1. All other modes ran closed-loop. The 5 mode HC+NOx and CO emissions totals were lower on 
E15 fuel due to the fact that the engine ran approximately 4.5% leaner on the E15 fuel at Mode 1. The HC+NOx at 
Mode 1 changed from 1.18g/kw-hr on EEE to1.10g/kw-hron E15. This small reduction was driven by the reduction of 
HC emissbns. The NOx emissions increased on E15, but not as much as the HC decreased, yielding an overall lower 
total. The CO at Mode 1 was reduced from 45.6 g/kw-hr on EEE to 29.8 g/kw-hr on E15, The reductbn of CO was 
attributed to the leaner operation at Mode 1. The HC+NOx and CO values for the remainder of the mode points were 
essentially the same since the closed loop fuel control allowed the engine to run at the same equivalence ratio. See 
Figure 51 for details of the emissions outputs. 

The leaner operation at wide open throttle (Mode 1) caused an increase in exhaust gas temperatures when operating on 
E15 fuel. The exhaust gas temperature increase across all 6 cylinders was approximately 20°C. The elevated EGT 
during WOT operatbn could cause valvetrain durability issues. The catalyst temperatures were approximately 32°C 
higher at Mode 1 with E15 fuel. This increase in catalyst temperature at WOT would likdy cause more rapid 
deterioration of the catalyst system leading to higher exhaust emissions over the lifetime of the engine. The full impact 
of E15 on catalyst life wouW depend on the duty cycle of this engine in actual application. Typba! duty cycles of marine 
engines include considerable amounts of time at WOT operation (open loop) so the catalyst temperature increase is of 
concern. 
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4.3L V6 Catalyst Sterndrive Emissions Comparison 
EEE vs. E15 Fuels 



Figure 51: Emissions Comparison 4.3L VS Catalyst Sterndrive. EEE vs, E15 

The other aspect that was affected by runnif>g E15 on the closed-loop controlled engine was the fuel consumption. 
Since the closed-loop control system drove to an equivalence ratio, the fuel flow rate increased to account for the 
differences in fuel chemistry. Table 6 shows the ftiel flow measurements by mode point along with the percent 
difference in fuel flow between the 2 fuels (positive values mean E15 fuel flow is higher). In closed-loop operalion, the 
fuel flow increased 5.3% on average on E15 fuel. This increase in fuel flow causes concerns not just in fuel mileage, but 
also in useful range of the craft. 

Table 6: Fuel Flow Comparison on4.3L V6 Catatyst Sterndrive, EEE vs. E15 
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Final Summary 


Summary of Results: 

ERA’S recent announcement of a partial waiver approwng E15 fuel for use in 2001 and newer cars and light trucks® will 
create an opportunity for consumers to misfuel their marine engines. This program indicates that misfueling currently 
available marine outtx)ard engines may cause a variety of issues for outboard engine owners. These issues included 
driveability, materials compatibility, increased emissions, and long-term durability. There were also 2 examples of how 
the ethanol fuel caused an increase in fuel consumption. 

9,9HP Carbureted Four-Stroke: 

The E15 engine showed high variability in HC emissions at Idle during the emissbns tests at the end of the 300 hour 
endurance period. Both the EG control engine and E15 test engine ran leaner at idle and tow speed at the end of the 
endurance test When operated on E15 fu^ after 300 hours of endurance, the lean operation at idle coupled with the 
additional enleanment from the El 5 fuel caused the engine to exhibit misfire and poor run quality (intermittent misfire or 
partial combustion events). A misfiring engine would cause customer dissatisfaction due to the inability to idle the 
engine properly, excessive shaking, and hesitation or possibly stalling upon acceleration. As it relates to this study, the 
misfire caused an increase in HC emissions at idle. This Increase in HC variability at idle caused the average total 
HC+NOx to increase from the start to end of endurance, whereas the HC+NOx on EO fuel on both engines showed a 
decreasing trend. As expected, the CO emissions were reduced when using EISfuel due tothe leaner operation. 

The power and torque output of the E16 engine was higher with E15 fuel than with EO fuel. The power and torque 
output of the EO control engine increased slighfty with more endurance time. The power and torque output of the E15 
test engine showed a flat or declining trend with more ertourance time. 

The end of test inspection showed evidence of elevated temperatures on base engine components due to the lean 
running on E15 fuel. There were significantly more carbon deposits on several components of the E15 engine, 
indicating that these parts likely had higher metal temperatures during operation. Hardness measurements indicated 
that the pistons had higher operating temperatures on the E15 ^gine. The exhaust gas temperature increased 17“C at 
wide open throttle as a result of the leaner operation on E15 fud. 

The fuel pump gasket on the E1S engine also showed signs of deterioration compared with the EO engine after 
approximately 2 months of exposure to E15 fuel. 

300HP Four-Stroke Supercharged Verado: 

The E1 5 Verado failed 3 exhaust valves prior to completion of the endurance test. One valve completely failed and 2 
others had developed significant cracks. Metallurgical analysis showed that the valves developed high cycle fatigue 
cracks due to excessive metal temperatures. The majority of exhaust valves on the El 5 engine lost a significant amount 
of lash which may have contributed to the observed valve failures. The exhaust gas temperature increased 25-30®C at 
wide open throttle due to the lean operatton with E15 fuel. 


In addition to the elevated temperatures on the exhaust valves, the pistons showed evidence of higher operating 
temperatures. The carbon deposit differences indicated that the El 5 engine’s pistons were hotter during operation. 

The E15 Verado generated HC+NOx values in excess of the Family Emissions Limit when operated on E15 fuel, but did 
not exceed the limit when operated on EEE-EO. The primary contributor to the increase in exhaust emissions was the 
NOx due to enleanment caused by the oxygenated fuel. The CO emissions were reduced when using El 5 fuel due to 
the leaner operation, as expected. 

At emissions mode point 3, the lean combustion due to the E15 fuel caused the engine to lose torque output due to 
operation significantly leaner than LBT. As a result of the torque loss, the throttle input had to be increased 10% to 
maintain the same torque output as on EO-EEE fuel. The change in throttle input caused an increase in fuel flow of 
^ of a typical cruising speed and load. The E15 fuel would cause the fuel consumption to 
be 1 0 % higher at that operating point for a customer. 
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200HP EFi 2.5L Two-Stroke: 

The 200HP EFi two-stroke engine showed no signs of exhaust emissions deterioration, though the emissions output 
after the ful! endurance testing was not measured due to a failure of the E15 engine. The primary driver of the HC+NOx 
emissions on this engine family was HC (approwma^ 98% of the HC+NOx total). As expected, since the E15 fuel 
caused the engine to run lean, the HC emissions w«e !ow«r, as were the CO emissions. There was more variability of 
HC+NOx observed on the EO engine than the change in «T»issions on the El 5 engine. The deterioration of the CO 
emissions had similar trends between the 2 engines. 

The endurance test of the E15 engine was stopped short of the 300 hour target due to a connecting rod bearing failure 
on cylinder 3. The root cause of the bearing failure could not be identified. More testing is necessary to understand the 
effects of ethanol on two-stroke engine lubrication mechanisms where the oil and fuel move together through the 
crankcase. The EO engine completed the entire 300 hours of durability testing, 

Other than the bearing failure, the end of te^ teardown ar>d inspection did not show any visible significant difference 
between the 2 engines. Hardness checks performed on the pistons of both engines indicate that the E15 engine may 
have had higher piston temperatures, a concern on two-stroke engines where higher temperatures could lead to more 
power cylinder failures. The exhaust gas temperature increased 15-20®C on average due to the lean operation with E15 
fuel. 

4.3L V6 EFi Four-Stroke Catalyzed Sterndrive 

Since E15 fuel was readily available in the test facility and an engine equipped with exhaust catalysts was on the 
dynamometer, emissions tests were conducted on a 4.3L V6 sterndrive engine. No durability testing was perfomned. At 
rated speed and wide open throttle the exhaust gas temperatures increased by 20°C on average and the catalyst 
temperatures increased by 30°C. This increase In catalyst temperature would likely cause more rapid aging and 
deterioration of the catalyst system at WOT. The overall effect of the increase in deterioration rate would be duty cycle 
dependent. The HC and CO values decreased at the Mode 1 {rated speed, rated power) emissions test point, which is 
an open loop operating point, due to leaner operation with E15 feel, as expected. The feel consumption increased by 
4.5% at the operating points that were running in closed-loop feel control. 

Recomm^dations: 

This test program was limited in scope in terms of operating cortoitions. More investigation is necessary to understand 
the effects over a broader range of conditions. Ethanol’s effects on part load operation, cold start, hot restartA/apor lock, 
and overall driveability need to be evaluated. The wide range of technology available for marine engines due to the wide 
range of engine size will complicate this issue significantly. Mercury Marine produces engines from 2.5HP-1350HP with 
a wide array of technologies ranging from two-stroke or four-stroke; carbureted, EFI. or direct fuel injected; naturally 
aspirated, supercharged, or tuitocharged; and more. 

Ethanol’s ability to absorb water into the feel is of paramount concern for the marine market and this issue has not been 
addressed in this test program. The contaminants that water can bring with it, potentially saltwater, can cause severe 
corrosion in fuel systems. A leak or fuel system failure coukJ cause the engine to be inoperable and leave the vessel 
stranded, which would obviously be a major dissatisfaction to the customer. In addition, a better understanding of the 
effects higher ethanol blends have on marine fuel systems in terms of materials compatibility and corrosion is needed. 
Marine vessels tend to have very long storage durations, can be stored in very humid environments, and wit! have more 
opportunities to have fuel system exposure to water, including saltwater. 

More testing is needed to understand how ethanol blends affect oil dispersion in tw>stroke engines that have feel and 
oil moving through the crankcase together. Ethanol tends to be a good solvent and may break down lubrication at 
critical interfaces by cleansing these surfaces of the residual oil film. 
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Approximate schedule for December 5 RFS hearing 

Exact timing for each panel will depend on dropouts and additions to the schedule, 
time required for questions from the ERA panel, and breaks 


Panels 1 through 5 
Panels 6 through 10 
Panels 11 through 15 
Panels 16 through 20 
Panels 21 through 25 


9:15am - 1 1;30am 
11:30am - 2:00pm 
2:00pm - 4:30pm 
4:30pm - 7:00pm 
7:00pm - 9:00pm 
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